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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF DEI,AWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF

DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPAI{Y FOR

APPROVAL OF A PROGRAM FOR PLUG IN
VEHICLE CHARGING
(Filed October 19, 20]-7)

PSC DOCKET NO. L'7-1094

FIITDINGS OF' EACT A}ID RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE HEARING EIIA}IINER

Mark Lawrence, duly appointed Hearing Examiner in this Docket

pursuant tro 25 DeL. C. 5502 and 29 De7. C. ch. 101- and by Commission

Order No. 91-83 daLed February 1, 20t8, reports to the Commission as

follows:

I. APPEARATiICES

On behalf of the Applicant. Delmarva Power and Light Company
( "Delmarva", "DPI," or "the Company" ) :

By: LINDSAY B. ORR, ESQ.
AssistanE General Counsel
Delmarva Power & Light Company

DRINKER BIDDI,E & REATH I,LP
THOMAS P. MCGONIGLE, ESQ.

On behalf of the Public Service Commission Staff ( "Staff" or
"Commission Staff" ) :

By: THOMAS D. WAIJSH, ESQ.
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL

On behalf of the Division of the Public Advocate (uDPAu or "Pubfic
Advocate"):

By REGINA A. IORII, ESQ.
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAI,

On behalf of the Delaware DepartmenL of Natural Resources &

Environmental Control ("DNREC") :

RALPH DURSTEIN III, ESQ.
JAMESON TWEEDIE, ESQ.
DEPUTY ATTORNEYS GENERAL
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On behalf of the Caesar Rodney Institute (,'CRI,'):

By: DAVID T. STEVENSON, POLICY DTRECTOR

On behalf of the Sierra Club:

By:
KENNETH T. KRTSTL, ESQ.
PROFESSOR OF LAW, DIRECTOR, ENVIRONMENTAIJ & NATURAL
RESOURCES LAW CLINIC, WIDENER UNIVERSITY DELAWARE LAW
scHooL

'JOSHUA BERMAN, ESQ.
SENIOR ATTORNEY, SIERRA CLUB ENVfRONMENTAL LAW PROGRAM

fI. Background

A. Procedural Background

l-. On October 19 , 201-7 , Del-marva Power & Light Company

(rrDelmarva, rr "DPL" or the rtCompanyr') f iled an Application (',the

Applicationrr)1 with the Commission requesting approval of a Volunt,ary

Program for Plug-in Electric Vehicle Charging ("PIV").2 (nxh. 1) GrFdcruary

9, 201-8, Flnena. arsrhd its ?plicaticn. (Efi. 3) fn Lhe Amended Application and

supporting testimony, Delmarva is proposing to implement a voluntary PIV

Program, consist,ing of seven (7) separate offerings for PIV charging in

Delaware which are describedbelow:

a. Residential - with Existing Electric
Vehicle Supp1y Eguipment, providing
discounted whole House Time of Use rate
encouraging charging during off-peak hours
i.e. peak hours are between 12 Noon and 8

p.ffi., Monday through Friday;3

r Exhibits from the evidentiary hearing wilt be cited herein as '*Exh._- wit,ness
name, pg. #." Schedules from t,he parties' Exhibit,s entered inLo the evidentiary
record will be cited as "Exh._-witness name, Sch. #." References Eo pages from
the transcript from the evidentiary hearing wj-11 be cit.ed as ',Tr pg,#."
2 According to the Amended Applicat.ion, " [f] or purposes of this Application, a
PIV is defined as a vehicle registered in the State of Delaware (except where
otherwise noted) that can be plugged into an electri-c source to charge the
battery pack and, once fu11y charged, can travel at least t,hirt,y (30) miles
using elect.ricity as iEs primary fuel source." (Exh. 3, p.1, fn. l-) "Electric
hybrid vehicles" are different than PIV vehicles because the former uses a
gasoline engine to charge the bat.tery while driving. (Exh. 9, p.6)
3 This is the only one of the first four (+) offerings which does not al1ow
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b. Residential - with Existing Electric
Vehicle Supply Eguipment, providing a
FleetCarma@ device option to fifty (50)
qualified customers which, if installed in
Lhe vehicle, tracks daLa on usage,
locat,ion, time and amount of charge;
customers installing same will receive a
one-time installation credit of $50,a $5
credit for each month the unit. is plugged
in and active and an additional credit for
off-peak charging at their residence;

c. Residential - wiLhout. Exist.ing ElecLric
Vehicle Supply Equipment - the Company will
be providing Smart Level 2 Equipment to
provide a Lime of use rate and for
customers whose PIVS have a range of 30
miles or greaLer, the Company will install
a SmarL Level 2 equipment at fifty (50)
cusEomers' homes at 50? of the cost and
will also install a second AMf meLer to
measure Ehe energy of the PIV directly;
Level 2 stations are 240-volt, AC power
mounted on a waIl or a pedestal, and take
3-5 hours to charge a fu1ly depleLed
batLery;

d. Mu1ti - FamilyDwelLingUnits
(condominium/apartment buildings) with
dedicated on-site parking currently
without, Existing Electric Vehicle Supply
Equipment; the Company will provide ten
(l-0) Level 2 stations at 50? of Lhe cost
of the station upon request for qualified
buildings where at least three (3) Delaware
registered PIV owners reside,4 and where
the building owner is a DPL account holder,
wiuh the account holder paying for
installation costs; this offering does noL
offer discounEed whole House Time of Use
because multiple residents may need access
to the charger and it may be unfair to
customers who need to charge during daytime
hours i s

third-party supplier participaEion. (exh. e, p.1-5)
a Delmarva later agreed to consider modifying the requirement that at l-east
three Delaware-registered PIV owners reside aE a particular multi-family
dwelling in order for the building owner to qualify for this offering. (Exh. L2,
pp.s-6.)
s For SOS customers sel-ecting a PlV-specific rate under Offerings 1 or 3, they
will also have the option of receiving electricity consisting of 100? renewable
energy. (Exh. 3 , p. 1"8 )
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e. Public Charging Corridor - Inst,allaEion of
two (2) Direct Current Fast Chargers
("DcFc" ) along major roadways in
Delmarva's service territory based
primarily upon expected use; the Chargers
will be Company owned and maintained;

f . FublLc Charging Neighborhood InEtal-lation
- up to two (2) Level 2 Charging Stations
installed in communities in Delmarva's
service area "based upon a maximum
opportunity for use and convenience of PIV
users within the neighborhood;" the
Chargers will be Company owned and
maintained; and

g. Electric School BuEeE - "De1marva proposes
to work with appropriaLe agencies wiLhin
the St,ate of Delaware and/or local schools
or community cenLers to develop a
[$370,000] program that will bring the
benefiEs of electric buses ... to school aged
children within Delmarva Power's service
territory." This proposed school bus
offering was the primary change between the
Company's original and Amended
Applications. (Exh. 3, pp. L4-2L; Exh. 4,
pp. L5, 20i Exh. 5, pp.3-7; Sch. (PBR) -2,
p.5. )

2. The Amended Application sought the following relief from

the Commission: a) t.hat the Commission approve t.he Company's seven (7)

proposed Offerings and t,he corresponding proposed tariffs; and b) that. the

Commission establish a regulatory asset to defer costs associaLed wiLh

implementing the proposed Program in the amount of $2,033,050. The total

estimated cost of the program proposed in the Amended Application was

approximately $2,238, 550. The Company estimated that approximately

$480,000 of the total cost would be recovered from program participants

through either direct contributions as part of the cost sharing included

in Offerings 3 and 4 or the Company's public charging rate options in

Offerings 5 and 6. The remainder would be recovered from the Company's
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ratepayers.

3. Moreover, Lhe Company also seeks that: a) the Program's

costs categorized as OperaLions & Maintenance be deferred Lo a regulatory

asset and amortized over a five (5) year period; and b) those costs

associated wit.h capiEal assets be deferred Lo a regulatory asset and

amortized over a fifteen (1-5) year period, and also be incorporated into

rate base and earn a return as part of a base disLribution rat,e proceeding.

(Amend App, Exh. 3, p.23; Blazunas, Exh. 5, pp.7-9.)

4. On Oct.obet 24, 20]-7, the Public Advocate intervened in

this Docket pursuant to its statutory right according to

29 DeL. C. 58715.

5. On December 8, 20L7, by Order No. 9L55, Caesar Rodney

Inst,itute's ("CRI's') Amended Petit.ion for Intervention was grant.ed

without objection from any party.

6. On December 8, 20L7, by Order No. 9L57, Sierra C1ub's

Petit,ion for fntervention was grant,ed wit,houE objecLion from any party.

7. On ilanuary L6, 20L8, by Order No. 9!64, the Delaware

Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control-'s ("DNREC's")

Petition for Intervention was granted without objection from any party.

8. As required by the Commission, the Company published

public noEice of the Application and the Public Comment Sessions in

t,he Cape Gazette newspaper on December L5, 20L7, in the News,Journal

on December l-9 , 20L7, and in the Defaware SLaEe News on December 20,

20:-7. The original Agreed Procedural- Schedule was established on

ilanuary 2, 201-8, setting the Evidentiary Hearing for,July lL-L2, 20t8.

9. Three (3) Public Comment Sessions were hefd in each of

Delaware's three (3 ) counties: a) .fanuary L6 , 201-8 at the GilIiam
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Building in New CasLle; b) January a7, 2oLe at the public Service

Commission Hearing Room in Dover; and c) on itanuary 18, 2}tg at the

fndian River Senior Center in Mill-sboro.

10. On February t, 201-8, by PSC Order No. 9L83, the

Commissj-on designated me t.he Hearing Examiner in this Docket replacing

Hearing Examiner R. Campbell Hay who had resigned. his position. I was

assj-gned to "to continue the assigned responsibilities in this Docket [as

described previously in PSC Order No. 9i-50 (Nov. 30, 2}l-i)1, as may be

necessary, Iand] to have a fu]1 and compleLe record concerning the

justness and reasonableness of Ehe proposed program.,, (fd. at S1.) In

addition Lo determining the form of any future public notice, I was

requi-red to "file with the Commission my proposed Findings and

Recommendatsions. " (Id. )

1-1-. On February 9, 201-8, the Company filed the pre-filed

direct testimony of: a) Robert S. StewarL, Pepco Holdings, Inc.,s
("Pepco's") Manager of Smart Grid and Technology; and b) Peter R.

Blazunas, a Senior Rate Analyst. in Pepco's Regulatory SLrategy and

Revenue Policy Division.6 (Exhs. 4 and 5, respecEiveTy.)

J-2, On May !7, 20L8, Staff filed the pre-fiIed direct

testimony of PubIic Ut.ilit.y Analyst Amy ,I. Porter who has since

resigned her position. (Exh. 7)

l-3. On May t7, 20L8, the Sierra Club filed the pre-filed

direct testj-mony of Consultant Douglas B. ,fester. (Exh. 6)

1-4. On May L7, 20t8, DNREC filed Uhe pre-filed direcL

Lestimony of Planner Kat.hleen Harris, on behalf of DNREC's Division of

Energy, Climate and CoasEal Programs. (Exh. 8)

e Delmarva is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Pepco Holdings, Inc. ("Pepco") which
is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Exelon Corporation ("Exelon").
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1-5. On May 18, 20L8, the Public Advocate filed t.he pre-

filed direct testimony of Consultant Gtenn A. Watkins and Public

Advocat,e Andrew C. Slater. (Exhs. 9 and l-0, respectiveTy.)

16. On August 22, 2018, f issued an Agreed Amended

Procedural Schedule setLing the discovery and testimony scheduling,

and sett.ing the evident.iary hearing dates of December l-8 and l-9 , 20L8.

L7 . On September 7 , 20t8, Del-marva filed the RebutLal

Test,imony of Robert, S. St,ewart and Pet,er R. B1azunas. (Exhs. 12 & l-l-,

respectiveTy. )

l-8. On October l-6 , 20t8, I denied an untimely Petition to

Intervene filed by the University of Delaware's Electric Vehicle

Research & Development Group.

L9. On December 4, 20t8, f held a Pre-Evidentiary Hearing

Conference CaIl with all parties.

20. On December 18, 20!8, pursuanL to the parLies' request,

f continued the Evidentiary Hearing due to their set.tlement

negotiations. During the afternoon of December 18, Lhe parties informed

me that they would not know whether they would be able to secure a

final writt.en settlement agreement in t,j-me tso hold the evidentJ-ary

hearing on December l-9. Consequently, I granted the parties' requesL

to postpone the December 19th hearing.

2l . On 'January 25, 20L9, the parEies f iled a Settlement

Agreement executed by Delmarva Power, Staff and the Public Advocate.

ThereafLer, the parties agreed t.hat t.he Evident.iary Hearing would occur

at the Commission's office in Dover on February 28, 20t9. The Company

published the Public Notice of Evidentiary Hearing Concerning Proposed

SeLLlement in t.he News .Tournal and in the Delaware StaLe News on

February 7, 20!9, and in the Cape Gazette on February 8, 20t9.
7



22. AU the Evidentiary Heari-ng, four (4) wi-tnesses

and theretestified, fifteen (15) exhibits were admitted into evidence,

are thirty nj-ne (39) pages of hearing transcript. The hearing is

descrj-bed in detail later in Section IV of this Report.

B. PubLic Comrnent,g. T

1. I'NIVERSITY OF DEI.AWARE'S RESEARCH AIID DEVELOPMENT GROUP'S

PUBIJIC COMMENT. s

Analysts

23.

from

Ms

the

Imelda Foley and Ms. Sara Parkison, Energy Policy

University of Delaware, Research and Devel-opment,

Group commenEed, each supporting Delmarva' s proposed Electric Vehicle

Program at two (2) Public Comment Sessions. (fr.-33-36, 49-52)

"Electric vehicles are coming. Bloomberg
predict,s that before 2030, t.hey will be
cheaper than gas vehicles and increasingly
economical even wiEhouL subsidies with the
results Ehat over 60 percent of car sales in
the Unit.ed SLates will be electric by 2050.

Numerous staLes are conducting pi1ot.
programs. And ambitious plans, like
Cal-ifornia's 1.5 million vehicle goal and New
York's $55 million dolLars for rebates,
encourage auLomakers to produce more models.
GM is proposing many new models, 30 in fact.

If thorough planning is done in advance, we
can t.ransition to new patterns of electric
usage without causing stress to Ehe grid.

Tf noL, expensive upgrades will be needed.
For example, if all electric vehicles start
charging at five p.il., additional

? The Public Comments described in this Report are verbatim, however, in the
interest of brevicy, portions of the Public CommenLs were not included in this
Report.
I The University of Delaware's Research and Development Group attended two (2)
of the Public Comment Sesslons. Dr. Willett Kempton, Professor of the School of
Marine Science and Policy, Professor of the Department of Electrical and
Computer Engineering and the Research Director, CenLer for Carbon-free Power
Integration, also joined in along with the Policy Analysts in the October 17,
201-7 written comment attached to the Amended Application in favor of the
Commission adopting the Company's proposed program. The written comment made a
number of recommendations to the Company regarding its program going forward
should it be approved by the Commission. (Exh. 3)
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distributsion capacity will be needed, which
will be paid for by Lhe ratepayers.

However, if charging t j-me is spread
throughout the night, which is possibl-e wit.h
today's technology, most or all upgrade needs
and consequent costs can be avoided.

Planning for the growth of EV's depends on
our undersEanding of the habits of their EV
owners and their response to incentives such
as time-of-use rates.

Delmarva's proposed program will give the
company experience with el-ectric vehicles and
allow them to experience with incent.ive and
technology to reduce peak load and,
therefore, to reduce the need for expensJ-ve
upgrades.

One way that Delmarva Power's proposed
program could be improved would be to include
a smal1 number of fLeet vehicles as a test.

School buses would be an excellent vehicl-e
for such a tesL. They have a large' load and
have regular predictable schedules.

In addition to learning about managing
increased load, electrifying school- bus
fl-eets can ensure that our chil-dren are noL
breaLhing diesel fumes on a daily basis,
while lowering costs to school dj-sLrict.s,
benefits that could be amplified through a
vehicle to grid design.

There has been pu-blic discussion and inEeresL
in supporting Ehe electrification of school
buses in Delaware.

Delmarva has always expressed an int.eresL in
such a test program. Given this interest and
the benefits of the system, we recommend
adding school bus electrificat.ion program to
this f iling, ideally one t,hat would also
allow testing of vehicLe to grid sysLems as
part of t.he program." (Tr. 33-36)

2. DEI.AWARE DEPARTMENT OF' TRA}ISPORTATION'S PUBI.IC COMMENT.

24. The Secretary of Delaware's Department of

Transportation, ,Jennifer Cohan, submitted a Written Comments aLtached

Eo the Applicat.ion support.ing Delmarva's proposed Efectric Vehicle
9



Program on October 16, 20L7

"The lack of EV charging facilities are
consisEently identified as one of, if not the
primary barrier t,o widespread EV adopLion; we
have experi-enced that. first hand here in
Delaware. We are attempting Lo add EV's Lo
our transit fleet and the largesE hurdle is
the infrastructure. As states including
Delaware develop policies Eo boLh support the
deployment of EV's and grow Ehe market for
all participants, electric companies are
posit.ioned to play a critical role if
permitted by public utility commissions
through targeLed and strat.egic investments in
EV charging infrastrucLure that benefit the
broader community. Importantly, these
investment.s can complement and accelerate
oEher efforts underway Eo grow t.he EV market
by third-part.ies and state governments,
including the Delaware Cl-ean TransporLaLion
Incentive Program. One key element in
enabling beneficial EV growth is the abilit.y
Eo manage charging.

Beyond delivering Lhe "fuel" that powers
electric transportation, electric companies
can play an integral role in enabling and
accelerating electric transportation in their
local- market, including educating customers
and other sEakeholders, managing and
optimizing vehicle charging, and deploying
charging infrastructure up to and including
ownership and operation of charging
equipment. These investmentss can unlock value
for all customers by: growing the elecLric
vehicle (EV) market for aIl parLicipants,
helping to integrat.e EV charging intso the
grid in a cost-effective manner, and driving
outcomes that protecE customer interests and
maximi-ze customer vaLue. "

3. DEI,AWARE STATE UNIVERSITY'S PUBI,IC COMMENT.

25. Del-aware State University's ("Dsu") PresidenL Dr.

Harry L. Williams also submitted a wrj-tten commenE atLached to the

Application on October l-8, 2017. DSU supports Delmarva's proposal to

enhance vehicLe electrification i-n Delaware.
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"Thanks to a grant from Del-marva Power, DSU
has established the Renewable Energy Education
Center (REEC) with the mission to enhance the
education and training capacity of the
Universitsy and to provide the general public
with renewable energy literacy and training."

"DSU has campuses in Kent and New Castle
counties where we can place Leve1 If or DC
Fast chargers for the public and university
vehicl-es. The REEC along with Uhe facult.y in
the College of Business can do case studies
from the data accumulated by Delmarva Power
and look at the impact. of replacing some DSU
fleet vehicles from EV's. Our sociologist and
environmental scient.ist can study Lhe impact
of EV on society and assist REEC in developing
material Eo educate the public."

4. GENERAI, MOTORS' PUBIJIC COMMENT.

26. On OcLober 16 , 20]-7, DirecLor Britta Gross of General-

Motors submitted a written comment attached to the ApplicaEion

supporting DeLmarva Power's proposed Electric Vehicl-e (EV) Program.

"DeLmarva Power is proposing a project that aims to address and study

the market barriers most relevant to the EV market today, namely the

lack of charging infrastructure and the lack of consumer awareness.

This proposal is an opportsunity to invest sErategically in forward-

looking infrast.ructure that will provide learnings abouts consumers and

charging infrast.ructure so LhaL consumers can have more confidence in

EV Lechnology.

"cM has invest,ed bil-1ions of dollars to
develop electrificaLion technologies,
including the state-of-the-art Chevrolet Volt
and Chevrolet Volt. EV, which has swept the
industry's most prestigious car awards.... The
Bolt EV is the industry's first affordable,
long range EV with an EPA esLimated range of
238 miles-per-charge, and is broadly available
at Chevrolet deafers across Delaware. This
advanced technology will require more
widespread charging j-nfrasLructure to
convince consumers LhaE EVs can be driven
anywhere they need to go."
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"There are currently over l-,000 EVs registered
in Del-aware, and in order Lo grow the EV markeL
(and attract even more advanced transportation
t.echnologies to the state, such as self-
driving EVs), Delaware needs to invest in
charging infrastructure that addresses
consumer and industry concerns. The
infrast,ructure program proposed by Delmarva
Power addresses two key areas important to
consumers - home charging and public charging:

Home Charging - The majorit.y of all EV
charging today is done at home. And while most
EV drivers today five in-single-family homes,
consumers living in mult,i-unit dwellings
currently represent an untapped segment of
potential EV buyers.

PubLic Charging - Consumer confidence in EVs
is most influenced by the availability of
public charging. A 20L5 survey of 2,500
consumers by Altman Vilandrie & company found
Ehe top reason cust,omers gave for not wanting to
purchase a plug-in electric vehicle was a perceived
lack of charging stations (85?) . And public
charging can increase the practicality of EVs
and the number of places an EV can go, with a
special focus on destinations typically
outside a consumer's normal daily driving
patLerns (e .g. airports, beaches, hot,els,
resort.s, etc.)."

"EV charging infrastructure is vital to the
growth of the EV market and wil-l- Lead to long-
lasLing emissions reducLions that increase
over tj-me as the market expands. "

5. THE EDISON EIJECTRIC INSTITUTE'S FUBLIC COMMENT.

27. The Edison Elect,ric Institute's (EEI) Execut.ive Vice

President of Business Operations, PhiIip D. Moe1Ier, submitted a

written comment aLtached to the Application on OcLober 18, 20L7

supporting Delmarva Power's EV Program proposal.

"EEI is the associatsion that represents al-l
U.S. investor-owned electric companies. Our
members, which include Delmarva Power,
provide elect.ricit.y f or 220 mil-l-ion
Americans, and operate in all 50 staLes and
the District of Columbia.
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EEI, and the Institute for Electric
Innovation (IEI), recently released a report
forecast,ing EV sales to grow to seven percent
of all new car sales by 2A25, but found thaL
approximately 2.2 million addit.ional public
charging porLs will be needed to support t.his
forecast - a rougrhly 30 to 40 Limes j-ncrease
over the charging infrastrucLure available
today.

The Delmarva program directly benefits
customers by lowering t.he barrier to entry
for EV adopEion. Program options including
the mont,hly bill credits f or of f -peak
charging, the 50 percent cost-share on smart
Leve1 fI chargers, and discounted time-of-use
charging rate all serve to lower the cost of
EV ownership. The additionaL electricity
demand from EV's, added to the grid in an
efficient manner, puts downward pressure on
raEes for all customers. "

6 GRIDWISE AI.I,IANCE'S PUBI,IC COMMENT.

28. On October 13, 20L7, the GridWise Alliance

comment("Grj-dWise") CEO, Steven G. Hauser, submitLed a written

aLtached to the Application supporting Delmarva's proposal- to enhance

vehicle electrifi-cation in Delaware.

"The GridWise Al-liance consists of a unique
cross-section of industry members, including
electric utilities, information and
technology equipment and service providers,
Natsional Laboratories, academic
instj-tutions, Regional Transmission
Organizations (RTOs), and Independent System
Operators (rSOs), and the Bonnevill-e Power
Administration (BPA).

Delaware is already a leader in supporting
and promot.ing electric vehicles (EVs) through
various incentives for vehicfes and charging
infrastrucEure, and through the designation
of I-95 as an electric vehicle charging
corri.dor, according to Plug-fn America. With
efforEs underway Lo expand the use of EVs
across Exelon's service territory in the Mid-
AE1antic Region, the current Delmarva
proposal would facilitate regional
infrasLructure planning and efficiencies and
would further enhance vehicle electrificaEion
deployment in Delaware and in the Mid-
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Atlantic Regjion, as a result.

According to a recent report by the Pacific
Gas and ElecLric Company (Pc&E), electric
utilities are well-positioned to provide
Lools and "expertise in infrastructure
development., rate design, grid support,
customer education, fleet procurement, [and]
relationships and credibility with a wide
range of stakehoLders.... The Delmarva proposal
before the Commission illustrates a potential
application of these utilit.y capabilit.ies.

Reports indicate the one current and
ant.icipated challenge wit.h further vehicle
electrification is a fack of sufficient.
public charging stations. According to the
PG&E report, "[i]ncreasing the availability
of public charging stations (particularly
fasE charging stations along major transit
corridors), can assuage range anxiety - one
of customers' chief concerns abouts electric
vehicles. Electric providers have the
necessary infrastructure development
expertise, and Itheir] business models enable
lbhem] to make early invesLments where others
may be reluctant Eo step in, despite the
societal need. Thus, electric utilities can
help lower some of the barriers to deploying
charging sEations. The Delmarva proposal
before the Commission is designed to test the
effectiveness of EV programs and
infrast.ructure, collect vital consumer data,
and ensure consumer needs are being met.. It.
also will promot.e greater education,
awarenegs, and out,reach regarding the
customer and sustainability benefits of EVs.
This proposed EV program also wou1d help test
rate design structures and their efficacy
before being rolled out on a large scale.

In addit,ion, as GridWise has publicly stated
prevj-ous1y, changes to the electric system
need to be supported by business model, rate
structure, and regulatory reforms that enable
utilities/elecLric service providers to own
and operate assets and compete on a level
playing field."

7 GREENI,OTS' PUBI,IC COMMENT.

29. Greenlots' VP of Policy, Thomas Ashley, filed a

writt,en comment with Lhe Commission supporting Del-marva' s proposed
L4



Electric Vehicle Program on January 26, 201-8.

"GreenloLs is a leading provider of grid-
focused electric vehicle charging software
and services. The Greenlots network supports
a significant percentage of the DC fast
charging infrastructure in North America, and
is increasingly supporting deployment in t.he
workplace and residential Level 2 space.

Greenl-ots' smart charging solutj-ons are built
around an open standards-based focus on
future-proofing while helping site hosts,
utilities, and grid operators manage dynamic
electric vehicle (uv) charging loads.

Vihile acknowledging that much more will need
Lo be done to transform the markeE, we support
the direction of this plan. The PIug-In
Vehicle charging initiatives Delmarva is
proposing (the pfv Program) largely recognize
and seek to modestly get in fronL of grid
int.egration challenges and opportunities
through a suite of limit.ed pilot programs
targeting education and outreach,
incentivized off-peak charging and energy use
management, information gathering, and
longer-rangfe or mainstream efecLric
transportation.

[W] e encourage the Commj-ssion to both
approve Delmarva's application and work with
the utility to build on these pilots by
Lransitioning to a larger program in Ehe near
future.

... [U] tilities are well positioned to, and
shoufd play a key role in deploying, owning
and operating not only corrj-dor and public
EVSE but also EVSE in other market segments,
including multi-family, workplace and
residential. These PIV Program offerings are
good - albeit, very modest - first steps. We

encourage Delmarva and the Commission to work
Eo expand Lhese initiatives and accrue
further benefits from utilit,y optionality in
its level of involvement in supporting and
deploying infrastructure to support EV
drj-vers sufficiently, transform the markeE
and increase the utilization of the grid in
a manner that benefits all utility
customers. "
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8. CHARGEPOINT' S PUBI,TC COMMENT.

30. On February 28, 20L8, Chargepoint's Dj-rector of

Policy, David Schatz, filed a written comment. wit.h Ehe Commission supporLing

some aspects and not supporting other aspects of Delmarva's proposed

ELect.ric Vehicle Charging Program.

"ChargePoint is the leading elecLric vehicle
(EV) charging network in the world, with
charging solutions in every category EV drivers
charge, at home, work, around town and on the
road. With more than 45,000 independent,ly owned
public and semi-public charging spots and more
than 7,000 customers (businesses, ciLies,
agencies and service providers), ChargePoinL is
the only charging technology company in the
market that designs, develops and manufactures
hardware and software solutions across every use
case. Leading EV charging hardware manufactures
and oEher partners rely on the ChargePoint
network to make charging station details
available in mobile apps, online and in
navigation systems for popular Evs. ChargePoint
drivers have completed 34 million charging
sessions, saving upwards of 34 milLion gallons
of gasoline and driving more than 800 million
gas-free miles.

There are currently more than 35 public access
charging spoLs in Delaware that, operate on the
ChargePoint network, and Figure L below shows a
map of charging ports. ChargePoint's customers
include Tanger OuLlets, Royal Farms, and
Delaware Transit Corp. As of the third quarLer
of 2Qt7, Ehere are 1,173 electric vehicfes
registered in t.he StaEe, representing 0.492
market share, and roughly 450 drivers in
Delaware are regisLered wiLh chargePoint.e
Those drivers can seamlessly use stations in
the ChargePoint network, access data on
charging sessions, receive updates on ongoing
charging sessions via text, and, if required
by station owners, pay for charging sessions.

e Po1k, "Marketlnsight" , 20L7.
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Figure 1: Public access ports on the ChargePoint Network in Delaware

,sI#qw
n

ffi
(=
\*
I

Vineland

I

I

"m,
SupporE for LiniEed PiToEs EhaE Harness
CompetiEion, Innovation, and CusEomer Choice

With this in mind, a pilot program should work
with third parties Eo harness the innovations
of tshe competitive markeL for charging solutions
EhaE meeL the needs of utiliLies, drivers, and
siEe hosts to ensure efficient integraEion of
EV charging load while avoiding restrictions on
cusLomers' choices or driver experience.

ChargePoint notes that through Lhe deployment
of smart charging infrastrucLure, which is
capable of relaying data to utiliEies and demand
response, electric vehicles can be a responsive
beneficial load to the grid.

In integrating smart charging solutions,
customer choice of charging equipment and
services is an essential feature of any uEility-
supporEed program. Site hosts, which are the
locaf ent.it,ies that would physically host or own
charging stations in t,heir parking lots, are besL
positioned to determine Lhe technology deployed
on Lheir properties. Site hosts know the unique
needs of t.heir own customers, tenanLs,

L'7
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employees or ot,her type of EV driver visiting
that sit,e and are in t.he best posiLion to tai1or
the EV driver experience. Should utilities
invests in or incentivize EV charging equipment.
and services, site hosts must have a choice of a
range of vendors meeting reasonable gualifying
criteria. Maintaining this choice ensures thaE
site hosts choose t.he right solution for their
property, while encouraging an ongoing
competitive market for charging solutions beyond
a one-time utility request, for procuremenL.

We support the intent of Delmarva Lo deploy a
diverse set of smart offerings in the efectric
vehicle charging infrastructure space in order
to assess how i-ncreased EV adoption interacts
with the grid. However, the pilot proposal is
uncLear in terms of Ehe mechanism for cusLomer
choice of charging solutions and the extent of
which local sites hosts can interacb and
determine the EV driver experience t,hrough
setting driver pricing and oLher functions. We

recommend the Commission uphold cusLomer
choice and control in this pilot and subsequent
deployments, in order to preserve the
competitive markeE for charging sol-utions in
Delaware.

rt, should also be noEed t.hat utility ownership
of charging equipment, a.s described in
Offerings 5 and 5 of Del-marva's application,
is noL a prerequisite to unlocking grid
benefits. Commercially available charging
network sol-utions currently provide the ability
for third parties, such as utilities, to access
int,erval level charging data and conduct l-oad
management, at. stations owned by one of their
customers. .... In addition, Ehe program can be
more cosL effect.ive and successful when
program parEicipants financially conLribute to
the costs of Lhe deployments. ChargePoint also
notes that for the segmenLs targeted in
Offerings 5 and 6, DC fast stations along
corridors and Level- 2 stations in
neighborhoods, deployments already exisL. The
uLiliLy can leverage the existing and
continuing private sector driven deployments of
charging stations to broaden the data
collecLion intended to assess grid impacts and
planning.

SupporE for an Embedded MeEroTogy PiTot

application
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offerings to uLilize Schedule "PIV, " which is an
EV-only rate.10 ChargePoint supporLs pitots of
EV-only rates, as they allow for implemenLation
of innovaLive rate designs that can opLimize
charging behavior, enabling the greatest
benefit to Ehe grid. For residential cusLomers,
EV time-of-use (TOU) ratses can provide a clear
price signal to incenLive charging to occur
during "off-peak" periods. In the case of
commercial customers, TOU rate designs provide
an important input into the site host's
determination of the ult,imaLe fee to set for the
driver Eo access charging services.

It is important to note that Lhe EV-only
offerings under Delmarva's pilot proposal call
for installation of a secondary meter on site
host property. Installation of a secondary
utility meter is often cosEly, time-consuming,
and unnecessary. ChargePoint notes the
availability of embedded meters in
commercially-available charging stations Lhat
eliminates Lhe need for secondary utility
meters. The use of an additional uti1ity meter
may provide value as part of a temporary pilot
to confirm embedded charging station metrology
accuracy, but would not be efficient or cost-
effective as a soluEion for a larger program.

ChargePoint recommends that Delmarva pursue a
pilot of embedded metering capabilities, which
would reduce costs and test technology for use
in a fuEure larger-sca1e program.

ChargePoint supports the application of the
NIST Handbook 44 (H844) sLandard t,o sub-meters
used in utility pilots. Proof of our products'
compliance with HB44 accuracy (measurement
tolerance) requirements can be provi-ded, using
NIST-t.raceable Uest sUandards and the industry's
leading EVSE test equipment.

Amend IncenEives Eo Address Ehe Multi-Unit
DweTTing Segment

MulEi-unit dwellings llauos) represent a
crit.ical, underserwed market for EV charging
infrastructure. ChargePoint supports utiliEy
programs that offer incentives toward developing
MUD charging infrastructure and lower the

10 Offerings 1, 2,3, and 4 under Delmarva's proposal all intend to pilot
Schedule "PIV" rates,
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barrier for site hosts to purchase and deploy
charging stations for residents. fn the case of
MUD charging infrastructure, the greatesE
barrier tends to be installat,ion costs, which
may be higher than Lhe cost of the charging
eguipment itself. The range and variation of
installation cost,s is primarily due to the
distances between the EV parking spaces and the
paneling on the properEy. Delmarva's proposal
for incenting MUD charging stations reguires
the sit,e hosts to bear the costs of installation,
while providing a 50? discount on charging
stations. ChargePoint believes thaE in order to
effectively incent development at MUDs, a
utility program should also address the
installation cost barrier in addition to the
charging st,ation itself. This could be
accomplished by broadening Lhe rebate, with
caps, to include both installation and charging
staLion costs or by Lhe uLility installing and
covering the costs of the electrical
infrastrucLure on the customer side up to where
the station i-s installed.

Addressing regulatory barriers for charging
sEation depToyment

Currently, 20 states and the DistricE of
Columbia have determined, through staLutory
amendment or regulatory clarification, that
charging stations are ouEside of regulatory
commission jurisdiction.4 rn accordance with
proceedings in Docket No. L7-0933, ChargePoint
will assisE t,he Commission, DNREC, Delmarva,
and other interested stakeholders in pursuing
clarifications to Ehe Commission's
jurisdiction over charging stations. "

11 "Arkansas Code S23-1-1-01(9); Cal. Pub. Uti1. Code, S 216(1); Co1o. Rev. Stat.
S 4o-i--l-03.2(2); CT Section 16-i- of the 2016 supplement to gen. statues; D.C.
Code SS 34-204; F1a. Stat. S 366.94; Haw. Rev. Stat.S 261--L(2); fdaho Code S 6L-
tL9;220 I11. Comp. Stat.SS 5/3-105(C), 5/6-102; Me. Rev. Stat. Ann. Tit.. 35, SS
313-A, 320L(5) ,320L (B-B); Md. Code Pub. Uti1s. SS 1-101-(,J) (3), 1-101(X) (2);
Minn. Stat.S 2168.02(Subd.4); Missouri PSC File No. ET-2016-0246; NYPSC Case No.
13-E-0199; Or. Rev. Stat. S 757.005(1) (B) (c); PA PUC Order R-20L4-2430058; Utah
Code SS 54-2-t (7) (C) , 54-2-t (L9) (,J) ; Va. Code Ann. S 56-1-2r1; Wash. Rev. Code S

80.28.3L0; W.Va. Code S 24-2D-3."(entire footnote quoted from Comment)
20



9. REACH RIVERSIDE'S PUBLIC COMMENX.

31. David ,J. Ford, the Chairman of Reach Riverside in

Wilmington filed a Public Comment on behalf of this non-profit.

organization, of which the Teen Warehouse, fnc. is affiliated:

"On behalf of t,he Board of Directors of The Teen
Warehouse, Inc., and WilmingLon's teens, we would
l-ike to ask you and your fellow Commissioners
to give special consideration to the electric
bus initiative incfuded within DeLmarva's
proposed rate increase.... In approving Delmarvals
proposal, lou will be providing a viLal- community
service as the bus initiative is going Lo help
change the face of Wilmington by improving the
life outcomes of t,he city's youLh.

How can a utility price increase accomplish that?
Ab present, Delmarva is working in partnership
with The Teen Warehouse, Inc. on an exciting
initiative that will t,urn t,he now vacant Prestige
Academy Building on Thatcher Street in NE

Wilmington into a vibrant hub where teens can
access a myriad of recreaLion, education, arLs,
college & Career read.iness and mental and physical
wellness programs that will help them thrive and
succeed.

For The Teen Warehouse to achieve itst greatesL
potential however, it first must overcome one
of the greatest barriers facing youth in
Wilmington and urban neighborhoods throughouL
America when it comes to accessing out of school
time programs and services i access - they need
to be abl-e to get there in order to reap Lhe
potential benefits.

fn preparation for the opening of The Teen
Warehouse in the faII of 2019, Delmarva and the
University of Defaware t UD I are working
collectively Eo implement an elect,ric bus
initiative that will provide our city's young
people with the transportation they need to
participate in The Teen Warehouse's program
offerings. Costs to develop and run that effort
are included in the proposed rate increase under
consideraEion. At presenb, Delmarva and UD are
in the process of using the innovaLive V2G
t,echnology that wiLt noL only provide reliable,
clean, economic and safe transportation, the
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initiative will return power to the grid while
charging.

The Teen Warehouse is Wilmington's best hope to
change the outcomes for many inner city youth
who struggle to see beyond a future of poverty,
violence and a lack of opportunity. By
supporting the rate increase, you will become a
partner in this much needed effort to help our
young people survive, thrive and give back lo
our communities in the same way you have given
Lo them. "

10. CLEA}I AIR COIINCII.'S PUBIJIC COMMENT.

32. On rTanuary t7, 2018, Logan Welde, Esq., Staff Attorney

for the Clean Air Council, commenEed at a Public Comment Sessj-on in

support of Delmarva' s proposed Electric Vehicle Program.

"The Clean Air Council is a member-supported
environmental organizaLion serving
Pennsylvania, New ,fersey and Delaware. The
Clean Air Council supports Delmarva's
petition for approvaL of a program for plug-
in vehicle charging.

Two Iarge impediments are quickly fading,
price and range. There does remain one large
impediment, and one that the Council believes
should, at leasL in part, be resolved by
uLilities, the inf rast.ructure .

This is truly a Field of Dreams moment. If
you build it, they will come. Without,
providing this essential framework, including
charging stations, Delaware will be a laggard
in t.he adoption of EVs.

The EV tide is coming. The list, of countries
and municipalities thaE have announced their
ban of fossil-fue1 vehicles is large and
growing.

The carmakers also see the coming change.

General Motors has declared it will phase out
gas-powered vehicles and go aI1 electric.

Ford, Toyota, Mazda, Daim1er, Renault,
Nissan, Mitsubishi and VW have all pledged
billions Eo the development of electrj-c
vehicles.
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And two manufacturers Volvo and ,Taguar Land
Rover have announced t.hey will be aLl
elect.ric by next 201-9 and 2020 respect.ively.
According to General Motors, the future is
all electric.

While Delaware may noL have a tremendous
amount. of EVs at this moment, the SLaLe saw
one of the greatest growths in the country
beLween 201-5 and 20]-6 aL 54 percent. And the
SLate has implemented through t,he Del-aware
Department of NaturaL Resources and
Environmental Control, the Del-aware Clean
Transportation Incentive Program that
provides rebates for t,he purchases of EVs and
for charging stations.

In t,he coming years, that 64 percent will- be
dwarfed.

There are many benefits to EVs, but the one
that. t,he Council is most. excited about is the
potential reduction in loca1 air pollution.

In 20]-7, the transportation sector passed the
power generatj-on secLor to claim the title
for largest source greenhouse polluters in
the U. S.

Our vehicles, including cars, busses, trains,
ships and airplanes are a huge public health
concern. The main air pollutants emit.ted from
vehj-cIes are carbon monoxide, nj-Lrogen
oxides, particulate, matter, volatile organi-c
compounds, and benzene.

In addit,ion, many drj-vers l-eave their
vehj-cles idling, which can be up to 30 percent
more toxic as i-ncomplete combustion occurs
and more harmful emissions are produced.

The Council acknowledges that just switching
from combusLi-on engines to EVs will not solve
the air pollution problem as the second
largest. contributor to 91oba1 greenhouse
gases is the power generation sector.

However, Lhat, sector is making tremendous
strides, and the Council believes in Lhe near
futsure they will be producing a fraction of
the air pollution it does today Lhrough
technology upgrades, controlling sLack
emissions, and a much greater mix of solar,
wind and turbine energy.
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In facE, it, does not seem possible for
Delaware to meet its stated goal of reducing
greenhouse gasses by 28 percent by 2025
without a massive electric t.ransformation in
the transporUation sect.or.

Every day countries and car makers are moving
closer Lo a 100 percent electrj-c f l-eet.. It.
makes more economical sense, iL makes more
practical sense, and it is more
environmentally sustainabl-e .

There j-s no doubt that Delmarva musE play an
instrumental role in t,he installation and
maintenance of EV charging system. The
addition of the EV charging system and all of
the millions of EVs relying on it will be the
most drasEic and impactful change of the last
1-00 years.

The days of the internal combustion engine
are near the end. The only cars and trucks
that, will be j-n use over the coming decades
will, in fact, be electric.

The Council- sLrongly encourages the
Commj-ssion to approve Delmarva's petition.

The Councif would also challenge Ehe
Commission to go even further. Not only
should personal vehicles be considered, but,
whole fleets should be viewed as prime
targets for switching from combusti-on to
el-ectric.

The Commission should push Del-marva to study
how schooL busses, public transit buses, the
trucking industry and shipping indust,ry can
go electric as well-.

While the Council believes that Del-marva and
other utilities musL be deeply invo1ved in
building this j-nf rastructure, private
companies should Lake on Ehe brunt of the work
and invest the most capit,al in this
infrastructure. " (Tr. -pp. 52-59)
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11. CAESAR RODNEY INSTITUTE'g ("CRf's',1 PUBLIC COMMENT.12

33. On April 2Q, 20t8, CRI's Direct,or of its CenEer of

Energy Competitiveness, David T. Stevenson, filed a writ,ten comment

with Lhe Commission opposing Delmarva's proposed Electric Vehicle

Charging Program

According to CRI,

"Delmarva's involvement in electric charging
infrastructure ... will not help the environment/
will exacerbaLe the transfer of money from the
poor to the rich, and will not add to the
knowledge base of how power companies need to
prepare for any additional use of Bat.tery
Electric Vehicles ( "BEVS/ ) . In addiLion, t,he
market for BEVs is likely to develop slowly,
and time of use electric rates will have litt.le
impact on charging behavior. Further, BEVs
market expansion should not be encourage until
a tax mechanism is in place to ensure BEV owners
are contributing fairly to the Highway TrusL
Fund. Delmarva's petition should be denied.

Delmarva Power claims experience with efectric
vehicle (EV) charging is needed to prepare for
the coming wave of plug-in electric vehicles
(PIV). Delmarva sister companj-es Delmarva
Power Maryland, and Baltimore Gas & Electric
are already working under utility commission
orders to gather the same informaLion on a much
larger population base. According to
Delmarva's revised application there are about
L000 PIVS in Delaware, with about 300 of those
all electric vehicles (BEV) with the balance
plugin/gasoline hybrids (PHEV). According to
an MJ Brad1ey, May 20t6, report, "P1ug-in
Electric Vehicle Cost-Benefit Analysis", there
were 2L52 BEVs in Maryland on ilanuary, 20L5,
and 3,741 PHEVs, so Delaware and Maryland have
about the same EV market share considering
population. Nationwide there are already close
to 400,000 PIVs, and several other staLes have
the same kind of program Delmarva is asking for.
The information Delmarva seeks is available
eLsewhere including sister companies.

One of the largesL barriers to the expansion of

12 Although CRI is a party and later testlfied at the evidentiary hearing, it
first submitted a Public comment.
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the EV market is Lhe lack of EV charging
stati-ons, just like the availability of
gasoline st,ations init.ially hampered Che
adoption of gasoline powered vehicles. An
unregulated market for gasoline stations
quickly solved the problem as startup companies
competed for market share by having the most
stations. Both t,he commission and Delmarva are
already discussing the need to make distributed
charging subject to utility commission
regulation through legislative action. That
strategy is guarant,eed to slow widespread
deployrnent of charging stations. Regulatory
review would be a barrier to entrepreneurs, and
is guaranteed Eo slow market entry.

It, is in the public interest Delmarva Power not,
subsidize the invesLment in electric vehicle
charging stations. As a regulated utility with
a guarant,eed rate of return about twice the rate
of unregulated companies, and the ability Lo
of f load the invest,menL cosLs Lo all elect.ric
ratepayers, Delmarva would have an unfair
competitive advantage compared to free market
companies. HistoricalIy, regulated monopoli-es
are only granted when duplication of
infrastructure investmenL would impede
widespread adoption of a technology. That is
not a barrier in this case. Allowing Delmarva
this advantage would have a chilling effect. by
discouraging free markeL ent,repreneurs from
filling the need for charging staLions in
innovat,ive, widespread ways.

Delmarva quotes an Edison Electric InstituLe
study forecasting as many as 7 million PIVs by
2025 signaling urgency is needed Lo prepare for
a surging market. Similar forecasts were made
for gas/electric hybrids but market share
growth has stalled, and hasn't moved much beyond
early adopters. Market share peaked at abouL 3

percent in 2Q13, and has fallen Lo about 2
percent of annuaf sales as gasoline prices felI
as shown in the chart below. PIV sales have
grown to about 0.5 percent of the US market,
but only because of massive, and unsustainable,
government subsidies. A federal subsidy of up
to $7,500 per passenger vehicle tax rebate
combined wit,h a Delaware subsidy of up to $3,500
per vehicle and another $500 subsidy for a
charging sEation, adds up Eo an incredible Lotal
of $L1-,500 subsidy per vehicle. Dr. Wayne
Winegarden reports for t.he Pacific Research
fnst.itute in his article LiLled "cost Subsidies
for Ehe Rich,
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"For example, after Hong Kong el,iminated jEs
tax break for EVs in ApriJ 20L7, regisErations
of new Tesla eiectric cars in Hong Kong fe77
from 2,939 to zero. SiniTarTy, afEer Georgia
el-iminaEed jts $5,000 EV subsidy in 2075, EV
saLes fe77 89 percenE in two monEhs. These
drastie saTes reductions are an indication thaE
Ehe demand for EVs js based so7e7y on Ehe
distorEions creaEed by governmenE subsidies. "

According to CRI, [t]ne basic cost issue for
EVs is the cost of the batteries. Current.
baLtery technology has a limited potential to
store elecErons. The economies of manufacturing
scale for existing battery technology have
already been mostly realized because of bat,tery
use in electronics. Further battery cosL
reduct.ions require an invention of better
batEeries, an event that cannot be scheduled.
In the meanLime, significant technological
advances in gasoline fueled engine efficiency
have already been announced by Toyota and Nissan
t.hat. will greatly advance fuel efficiency
suggesting potential emission savings from EVs
will be met by gasoline, andfor gas/elecLric
hybrid powered vehicles at a much }ower cost.
It is unlikely EVs will gain significant market
share in the foreseeable future.

A review of IRS tax records show 99 percenL of
PfVs were purchased by families wiLh adjusted
gross incomes above $50,000 a year, with 79
percent above $100,000 a year.

Delmarva's revised application acknowledges 80
percenE of residential recharging is
voluntarily done at home overnight during off
peak hours. There is a good chance the oLher
20 percenL of charging is done out of necessiLy
at other times. Therefore, off peak pricing
won't have much impact. .... The US Department of
Energy Alternative Fuels Data Center estimates
fueling with elecLriciEy costs beLween one
third and one half of fueling with gasoline,
Wit.h t,hat builE in fuel advantage, PIV owners
refueling behavior is unlikely to be influenced
by t,he $94 t.o $1-l-6 annual savings projected by
Delmarva based on the off peak rates.

A significant portion of highway construction
is paid for with federal and state Highway Trust
Funds largely funded by taxes on gasoline. BEvs
will cause the same wear and tear on highways,
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and wil-l create just as much traffic congestion,
but owners will not pay their share of new
construction and repair. A good comparison in
cost can be made between the base model 20i_g
Ford Focus gasoline car with an MSRp of $j_Z,gGO
versus the same BEv model aE $3L,445, a gj-3,5g6
difference. The Toyota prius hybrid has an MSRp
of $25,L42, a 96,303 discount over the Focus
BEV. In De1aware, fuel taxes cost $0.41_4 per
gaIIon, or l-5 percent, of t,he current g2.60 per
gallon gasoline price, and according to NHTA a
typical driver is driving 13,476 miles a year.
The extra Delaware Motor Vehicle document fee
of 4.25 percent only adds 9268 to the Focus BEV
compared t.o the Prius, buL the prius owner will
pay $1-61-0 in gasoline t,axes over the 15 year
life of Ehe vehicle. A standard Ford Focus
owner will pay 9577 less in document fees than
a Focus BEV buyer, but will pay 92790 more ingasoline taxes. There should be a higher
document fee for Ehe BEV models.

The current life time wheel t,o wheel emission
differential bet,ween hybrids and BEVs in
Delaware is only about 7.5 tons of carbon
dioxide, or L71 based on the electricity systems
mix of fuels used in power plants, according to
informatj-on provided in Delmarva, s revised
application (page 4 of appendix A). Hybrids
act,ually already have lower emissions than
PHEVS. As mentioned above hybrids are expected
E,o become significant,ly more efficient, so the
emission differential shoutd shrink.
Considering Lhe difference in lifetime fuel
cost, Ehe initial price differential, and the
difference in document, fees, the Focus cosLs
$5085 more than the prius. So, it costs
$811/ton for the emission savings. The mosL
recent emissions allowance price in the
Regional Greenhouse Gas fnitiative was less
than $4/ton. Moving t,o BEVs is not, a smart way
to reduce carbon dioxide emissions.,,

"Delmarva also made the claim BEVs will lead to
less dependence on foreign oil. The US Energy
Information Agency forecast,s the US will be
energy independent in just a few years.,,

L2. MEMBER OF THE PUBI,IC'S PUBI,IC COMMENT.

"I hope t,he Commissj-on factors into pricing and
promotion electric charging stat,ions, public or
aE home, the cost. of electric vehicles (EV)
riding on the roads built and maintained by the
Delaware DepartmenL of Transportation. I
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understand Ehe environmental benefits of EVs,
however the tangible cost of their use of
existing highways is as real as someone who pays
fuel tax aL the gas pump. I hope the two
departments within State government investigate
Lhese costs and work towards an equitable fair
solut,ion to drivers of both EVs and gas powered
vehicles. "

III. SI'MMARY OF EVIDENCE

A. Company Pre-FiLed Direct Testimony. Testimony of Robert S.

Stewart.

34. The evidentiary record includes Lhe following pre-fi1ed

direct testimony filed by Lhe Company: a) Robert S. StsewarL, pepco

Holdings, Inc.'s ("Pepco") Manager of Smart Grid and Technology; and

b) Peter R. Blazunas, a Senior Rate enalyst in Pepco,s Regulatory

Strategy and Revenue Policy Division. (Exhs. 4 & 5, respectiveTy.)

35. Witness Stewart. addressed the policy implications of

Lhe Company's Applj-cations, including the increasing number of el-ect.ric

vehicles, required charging infrastructure, and anticipated d.emand upon

the Company's efectric distribuLion syst,em. (Exh. 4, p.2)

35. 80-86? of electric vehicle owners charge at home. (fd. at

pp. 5,10.) public space infrastructure tike Lhat proposed by Delmarva

alleviat,es "range anxiety" which describes what an owner of an electric

vehicle feels when the owner believes that they may run ouL of electric

charge, (fd. ) According to Delmarva, the Company "is uniquely positioned

to facilitate and accelerate the electrification in this area as iE is

part of t,he PHI territory and therefore can join efforts underway by PECO

lPhiladelphia Electric CompanyJ in Pennsylvania, Bal-timore Gas & Electric

in Maryland, and Pepco in the District of Co1umbia." (fd. at pp.5-5.)

37. Witness Stewart testified that, since Delmarva is a

regulated public utility, it was obligated to help make the PIV charging
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market accessible to all customers. (ra. at p.5.) According t.o Delmarva,

"leaving development [of the PIV charging marketl to third parties likely

wouLd result in stunted growth and only in areas where they can maximize

prof its." (Id. i ,see Sec. II (B) (10) Chargepoint's Public Comment, Section

contra, )

38. According to Ehe Company, all Delmarva customers can

benefit from this program by utilizing the power grid by using unused

capacity during non-peak times. (-fd. at pp.?-8.) Electric charging is a

load which is "significant" (it stores as much electricity as t,he average

residence consumes in a day), and "inherently flexible" (they are driven

an average of l- hour per day so they can be easily charged during off-peak

hours). (fd. at p.7.) These characteristics al1ow for electric distribution

assets such as transformers to be more effectively managed. (fd. )

39. "Since 2QL!, elect,rie vehicles have experienced double

digit growth rates year-over-year." (fd. at p. 9.) As of August 20L7,

650,000 electric vehicles had been sold in the U.S. and seven (7) million

addit,ional sales are anLicipated by the year 2025. (Id. at pp.9-l-0.) Thirty

five (35) models, including more moderately priced models, are anLicipat,ed

from numerous auto manufacturers by t,he end of 201-8.1e (fd. at p.1-0.)

40. "Bet,ween 20L5 and 201-6, Delaware experienced one of the

highesL growth raEes for PIVs in the counLry." (Id. at p.14.) "The laLesL

projecEion from EPRI Ithe Electric Power Research Institute] show a

potential of as many as 29,000 PIVs on the road in Delmarva Power's service

territory by t.he year 2025.u (.rd.)

13 These electric vehicle manufacturers include BMW, Ford, GM, Hyundai, Jaguar,Nissan, Tesla, Toyota, VW and

Volvo. (Exh. 6, p.10.)
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4L. According to Delmarva, its proposed program compliments

existing positions taken by the State of Delaware as well as exist,ing state

programs.

The Ifederal] Cl-ean Air Act, a1l-ows staLes Lo
either follow the federal requirements for zero
emission vehicles or adopt California's vehicle
emission regulations. For Zero Emj-ssion VehicLe
states which have implemented Cal-ifornia's
regulaLions, sales of zere emission vehicles are
required to be L5.42 of total car sales in each
stale by 2A25. Delaware has adopted California's
vehicle emission regulations and is an observer
state to the Zero Emission Vehicle component of
t.he Clean Air Act. Delaware has also joined t.he
U.S. Climate Alliance and is commiCLed t.o upholding
the Paris Agreement to combat climate change. This
incLudes a comrnitment to achieve a 28? reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions (from 2005 levels) by 2025.
Emissions from the transportation sector represent
approximately 30? of greenhouse gas emissions.

To help faciliLate this transformat.ion to elecLric
vehicl-es, various stsate and f ederal- initiatives
incentivizing the growt,h of the electric vehicle
market have been put in place, including buL noL
limit.ed Lo, the Delaware Clean Vehicle Rebat.e
Program, the Delaware ELectric Vehicle Charging
EqulpmenL Rebate Program, the Delaware Alt,ernat,ive
Fueling fnfrastructure Grant Program, and a federal
tax crediL of up to $?,500 for qualified PIVs. (nxtr.
4, pp.8-9)

42. Since an electric vehicle owner is expected to use 252

more electricity than a typical residential customer, Delmarva is concerned

about its demand management and infrastructure programs. (fd. at. p.1-0.) In

response, the Company is attempting with this Application to avoid sysLem

upgrades while maintaining reliability to help minimize costs to

ratepayers. (rd. )

43. Accordj-ng to Lhe Company, "a utility can and should play

an integral role in enabling and accelerating electric transportation,
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including educating customers and other sEakeholders,14 managing and

opt,imizing vehicle charging, creat,ing off-peak charging incentives, and

deploying infrastructure up to and including ownership and operaEion of

charging equipment." (fd. aL p.11.) Del-marva can also manage its power

flows, it may site projects with third party charger developers, and expand

service in economically disadvant,aged areas. (fd. at pp.Lt-t2.)

44. While PfV current charging 1eveIs do not affect the grid,

anLicipaLed future increases, particularly at residential locations wiLh

off-sLreet parking, i.e., housing developments, could be "material" at the

distribution and circuiE levels. (rd. at p.12.) Two (2) 3 kwh chargers

exceed t,he load of one (1) residence. (fd.) Thus, these vehicles coul-d

increase peak loads, which Delmarva is monitoring. (fd. )

45. According to Delmarva, in addition to its raEe plans and

programs, "its [e]ducation and outreach effort,s will focus on providing

valuable information Eo reduce range anxiety concerns." (fd. at p.l-5.)

Customers will also be advised abouL the 100? renewable energy option to

off-set participants' charging and provide carbon-free charging. (fd. )

Delmarva customers may enroll in these programs through the Company's

website or by U.S. Mail. (rd. at p.17.)

46, PRE-F.II,ED DIRECT TESTTMONY OF PETER R. BI,AZT'NAS. PeTeT

R. Blazunas, a Senior Rate Analyst in Pepco's Regulat.ory Strat.egy and

Revenue Policy Division, also submitted pre-fi1ed direct Lestimony.

(Exh. 5) Witness Blazunas' testimony focused on Delmarva's proposed

raLe design regarding the proposed seven (7) Service Classificatj-ons,

the proposed cost recovery, and the estimat.ed impact upon residential

rates (7 cent.s per month for a typical SOS customer). (fd. at

1a Examples of stakeholders include "automakers, charging service providers
transportation providers, and state and local governments,..," (Exh. 4, p, 13.)
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PP.2,7 ,9 .)

47. Company witness Robert S. Stewart. previously described

most aspect,s of the seven (7) proposed Service Classificat.ions. (See

Paragraph L, supra,) However, Witness Blazunas expanded upon some

additional rate design i-ssues as Eo Offerings L and 3.

48. Offering 1 - ResidenLial - with Exist.ing Electric Vehicle

Supply Equipment providing discounted whole House Time of Use encouraging

charging during off-peak hours, i.e., peak hours are between l-2 noon and

I p.m. Monday through rriday.

49. Offering 3 - ResidenEial - without Existing El-ectric

Vehicle Supply Equipment - Ehe Company proposes to provide SmarL Level 2

Equipment to provide a Eime of use ra!e, and for customers whose PIVs

have a range of 30 miles or greater, the Company will install- Smart Level

2 equipment at fifty (50) cusLomers' homes at a reduced cost and will

also install a second AMI meter to measure the energy of t,he PIV directly;

Level 2 stations are 240-volt, AC power mounted on a wall or a pedestal,

and take 3-5 hours to charge a fully depteted battery. (See Para. !,

supra,)

50. According to Witness Blazunas, Offerings 1 and 3 each

"i'nclude a Eime-based SOS rate intended to encourage usage, including

charging, during off-peak hours. The SOS rate provides an approximately

4.5 to 1- ratio between t,he price at on and of f -peak hours during the

summer mont.hs (,June through September) , and an approximately 3.9 to L

ratio between the price at on and off-peak hours during the winLer months

(October LhroughM"y). (Exh. 5, pp.3-4.) Again, peak hours are between L2

Noon and 8 p.m., Monday through Friday. (rd. at p. 5.) Unlike Offering 1-,
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this Offering is available to net, energy metering cusLomers.15 (fd.)

51. As to cost recovery, Company Wit.ness Blazunas test,ified

that the Company seeks to establish a Regulatory Asset to defer costs

associated with implementing the proposed Program in the amount of

$2,238,550. (fa. at p.7.) A description of the estimated costs is as

follows:

Table 1: Program Cost

(rd. at. p.8.)

The total estimated cost of the program proposed in the Amended Application

was approximately #2,238,550. The Company estimated that approximat,ely

$480,000 of the total cost, would be recovered from program participants

through either direct contributions as part of the cost sharing included

in Offerings 3 and 4 or Lhe Company's public charging rate options in

Offerings 5 and 6. The remainder would be recovered from the Company's

ratepayers. (Exh. 3, Amend. App., p.23; Exh. 5, p.7)

rs NeL energy meLering or "NEM" is a special billing arrangement "whereby
electric energy generated by the Customer, through a Customer-Generated Facility
and delivered to the Iocal distribution facilities of an Electric Supplier, ildy
be used Lo offset electric energy provided by the Electric Supplier to the
CusEomer." 26 De7. Adnin. Code. S 3008 (l-.0)
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Cost Component Offering(s) Type Estimated Total Cost

Capital Assets (Otferings 3-7) 3-7 Capital 840,500.00$

Whole House TOU 1 o&M $

Residential Customers with existi ng

EVSE and receivinq FleetCarmao units 2 o&M 81.550.00$

School Bus Offering 7 o&M 370,000.00$

Billing 1-7 o&M 50,000.00$

Customer Enrollment and Outreach 1-7 o&M $ 200,000.00

Reward Credit Processing N7 o&M 97,500.00$

Program Management 1-7 o&M o0,000.00$

Systems lnterfaces and Updates 1-7 o&M s 424,000.00

Analysis and Reporting 1-7 o&M 75,000.00$

Total $ 2,238,550.00



52. Moreover, the Company seeks that the program,s costs

categorized as Operations & Maintenance ($1,398,050-see above) be deferred

to a Regulatory Asset and amortized over a five (5) year period; and those

costs associated with capital assets ($840,500) be deferred to a Regulatory

Asset and amortized over a fifteen (l-5) year period, and al-so be

incorporaued inLo rate base and earn a reLurn as parE of a base distribution

rate proceeding. (Exh. 5, pp.z-9.)

53. According to the Company, "revenue requirements associated

with the proposed Regulatory Asset for costs associated with capit,al costs

[$840,500] will be assigned ... [to1 thaE Offering's primary beneficiaries."

(fd. at pp.8-9.) For exampte, Offerings L-4 involve the residential cIass,

and Offerings 5-6 involve the "user of the charge.,, (fd.) Offering j

(school busses) and O&M costs ($1-,398,050) would be allocated to cusLomers

based upon most recent. base distribut.ion case. (.rd.)

54. As to the estimated cosLs of t,he program, the Company

est.imates that "a typical [residential] customer using 840 kwh per mont.h

will pay an addit.ional seven (7) cents per month....,' (fd. aL p.9; Sch.

(PRB)-3, p.1.) The Company also argues that all ratepayers will benefit,

financially from Ehis program. For the eight (8) year period 201-8-2025,

itre Company est,imates that the added distribution revenues from Lhe

vehicle charging program will be approximately three (3) times the

estimaEed PMrogram residential revenue reguirement, i.e., $4.4 million

vs. $L.5 million. (Exh. 5, pp. 9-10; Sch. (PRB) -3, p.l-0)

B. Public Advocate'E Pre-Filed Direct Testimony.

55 . The Public Advocat,e f iled t.he pre- f iled direct

testimonies of ConsulLant Glenn A. Watkins and Publ-i-c Advocate Andrew

C. Slater. (Exhs. 9 and 10, respecEiveTy.) According Eo the Public
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Advocate, there are few all-electric or hybrid automobiles in Delaware,

and what there are, are owned by well off individuals.

56. The Public Advocate argues that DeLmarva power, s

ratepayers should not be responsible for promoting t.he adoption of

electric vehicles in Delaware and that, if adoption of electric

vehicles was a benefiL to the state, then all state residents shoutd

pay for t.he benefit. The Public Advocate provided several reasons for

its position. FirsE, the Public Advocate cited statistics showing that

Ehere are few electric or hybrid automobj-Ies j-n Delaware, most of which

are owned by well-off individual-s, as reflect.ed in the graphs below:

Total
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Graph 2
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57 . Delmarva Power has approximately 31-8,370 res j-dential,

commercial and industrial el-ectric customers. (Exh. 10, p.5) At t.he

Eime the Public AdvocaLe filed his pre-fi1ed Lestimony, there were

only 362 aLl-electric vehicles regist.ered in the entire StaCe of

Delaware including electric service LerriLories ot,her than Del-marva

such as munj-cipalities. (Exh. 9, p.4; Exh. 10, p.5) At t.hat t.ime,

there were 903,Lt7 vehj-cles regisEered in Delaware. (Exh. 8, Harris,

p.14; Exh. 9, Watkins, p.4) Even assuming that all l-,000 registered PIVs

and Evs were registered to Delmarva power cust,omers thaE resulted in only

three-tenths of one percent of Delmarva ratepayers owning such vehicles.

(Exh. 10, Slater, p.5) "[L]ess than 1-00 electric vehicles are registered

annually in Delaware with the majority of these registrations in New

Castle CounEy." (Watkins at p.5.) Fina1ly, the DPA argues tha!, even if

there are 29,00Q PIVs in Delaware by 2025, as Delmarva predicts, this

still represents only 3.2l-+.of the over 900,000 vehictes registered in

Delaware today. ( (Exh. 10, p.5)

58. The Public Advocate maintains that PIV adoption will occur

in Delaware without Delmarva's proposed programs because climate change

is real and is being hasEened by human act,ivit.ies. Moreover, the federal

government and Delaware already incentivize PIV purchases, so there is no

need for non-PlV-owning ratepayers to subsidize t.heir purchase Lhrough

reduced electric charging rates. (Id. aL p.7.)

59. According Eo public AdvocaLe, Andrew Slater, range anxiety

is no longer a serious concern for those driving elect,ric auLomobiles.

"While some range anxiety may sti1l exist, we have
seen automoEive and other businesses promot.e
increased charging sLations, and significant
invest.ments have been made on this front,. In
addition, newer elect,ric vehicles now have much
longer ranges. The Chewy BoIt and Tesla vehicles,
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for exampler c€rn go more than 200 mil-es without a
charge. In fact, a Chevy Bolt could potentially
travel from Wilmingt.on Lo Fenwick IIsland] and back
on a single charge with approximately 16 miles
remaining. "16 (fa. aE p. L2. )

"Meanwhile, the average Delawarean travels 25.7
minutes to work.17 Using an extremely conservative
assumption of a commuter travelj-ng 25 miles per hour/
this equates to about l-1- miles (25 MPG/50 minutes*
25.7) one way, or 22 miles roundtrip. The increased
range of newer vehicles means a Delawarean could
Lravel to and from work for almost Lwo full weeks
without ever needing a charge. Clearly, with the
increased range of elect.ric vehicles, t,he need to
charge away from home is becoming less urgent or
necessary. " (Id. at pp.l-2-13. )

"Delaware has 34 charging stations with 1-05 charging
outlets.ls DNREC has data regarding the usage of the
two charging st.aLions it owns, and data from chargers
sited at Royal Farms which were subsidized through a
SEate grant. Through sj-x quarters from rTuly 1, 20L6
through October 1, 20L7, the average quarLerly usage
of the two (2) DNREC chargers was 22 transactions.le
There are 9l- days in an average quarter. This means
that these two (2) charging sLaEions were used once
every four (4) days." (Id.at p.13.)

According to the Public Advocate, "Royal Farms
provided data for the four quarters of 20L7.20 In the
first quarter, five of the ten charging stations were
online. 90 vehicles charged at those stations for an
average of less than 25 minut.es. 21 This means that
only one vehicle charged per day; 80 percent of Lhe
charging capacity went unused all day.tt

In the second quarEer [of 2017] , 246 vehicles charged
at Een charging stations for a total of about 2.7
vehicle charges per day.,, That means there were
approximately 75 minutes of vehicle charges over t,en
charging stations i 7Q percenE of the charging
capacity went unused all day.

In the t.hird quarter [of 20]-71 , 240 vehicles charged

16 Chevrolet. httpz//www.chevrolet.com/electric/bolt-ev-electric-car#ranqe
Range: Wilmington to Fenwick.
1? U.S. Census QuickFacts. https : / /www.census.gov/quickfact.s/DE
18 hLtps://www.afdc.energy.gov/stations/#/analyze?region=DE&fuel=ELEC
1e DNREC'S Ka
20 DNREC's Ka
21 DNREC,S Ka
22 DNREC'S Ka
2: DNREC's Ka

response
response
response
response
response

Request.
Request,
Request.
Request.
Request.

Att,achment A
Attachment B
Attachment, B
Attachment B
Attachment B

thy
rhy
thy
thy
thy

Harris
Harris
Harris
Harris
Harris

DPA
DPA
DPA
DPA
DPA

Data
DaEa
Dafa
Data
Data
39

Eo
to
to
to
to



[at1 over ten charging stations for a toLal of about
2.6 vehicle charges per day.,n That means there were
approximately 50 minutes of vehicle charges [at] over
ten charging stations; 70 percent of the charging
capaciLy went unused all day.

In the fourth quarter lof 20L7l, l-53 vehicles charged
[at1 over t.en charging stations for a total of abouL
l-.7 vehicle charges per day.'u That means there were
approximately 40 minut.es of vehicle charges over ten
charging staLions; 80 percent of the charging capacity
went. unused all day.

This data clearly shows that many of t,he existing
staEions are not fully utilized. This excess capacity
of existing charging stations strongly suggests thaL
Delmarva does not need to own or maintain charging
stations, nor should ratepayers need Lo subsidize such
resources aL the expense of the competitive market
process. If anything, this should be a sLatewide
initiative, rather than one for which only a subset of
Delawareans pay. " (Id. at pp . 1-3 - 14 . )

According to the Public Advocate,-." [p] rivat.e companies
such as ChargePoint see a market in Delaware and are
investing in charging equipment.. As we know,
competitive market,s drive down price and private
businesses understand the need for specific analysis
[as to] where charging stations should be placed. We

should let Uhe compeLit.ive market, work without
Delmarva, which will recover all of its cosLs and a
healthy return from ratepayers and earn a reEurn
potentially destroying (or at least slowing down) the
compeEitive markeE." (fa. at p.15.)

60. The Public Advocate argues that electric vehicle

ownership is already being encouraged through a federal tax credit

and a State of Delaware rebate. According to the Public Advocate's

Consultant Glenn A. Watkins

" [t] he Federal governmenL offers a Federal Income Tax
credit of $7,500 for all-electric vehicl-es. rn
addition, and as not,ed earlier, the State of Delaware
offers a cash rebate of $3,500 for t.he purchase of
all-electric vehicles along with a 50? rebate (up t.o
$500) for the purchase of a Level 2 residential-
electric vehicle charger. In Lotal, a Delawarean
purchasing a new all-electric vehicle will receive an
upfront incent.ive of $l-1,500 for Lhe purchase of a new

24 DNREC's Kathy Harris response to DPA Dat,a Request. Attachment B.
25 DNREC's Kathy Harris' response to DPA Data Request. Attachment B.
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6L.

electric

all-electric vehic1s.u26 (Exh, 9, p.8)

Furthermore, the Public Advocate

vehicles will not pay gasoline taxes

notes that owners of

which help to mainLain

Delaware's roads and highways:

"Additionally, Delawareans pay 41-.4+ per gaIIon of
gasoline in fuel taxes.27 ALl-electric vehicle owners
will not purchase gasoline and, Lherefore, will not
contribuLe to the cost of mainLaining the Delaware
roads and highways they will use. Assuming the average
driver books about 1-5, 000 miles per year wit,h the
average gasoline powered vehicle obtaining 27 mil-es
per gaIlon, this means that all-electric vehicle
owners will avoid paying abouL $230 per year in Laxes
used to maintain the State's road system." (Id.)

62. The Public AdvocaEe observed that Delmarva already has a time-

of-use rate from which PfV owners would benefit

"a tlpical all-electri-c vehicle owner with a Level 2

charger and who commutes five days per week will
require about L7.25 kWh per day and about 4,3L2 kwh
per year.28 [The Public Advocate states that its] 1-7.25
kWh per day estimate is conservat,ive compared to the
Company's own esLimated l-8.40 kWh per charge per day,
provided in response to DPA-9. Under the current Rate
R (non-time of use rate) , the increment.al cost of 4,3!2
kwh (distribution plus supply) is #467 .55, while the
incremental off-peak usage under Ehe currently
approved R-TOU-ND rate is $203.49. This equates to an
annual savings of 9264.07, or $22.00 per month, for an
electric vehicle owner switching from the current Rate
R TO RALE R-TOU-ND.

Furthermore, most residential electric vehicle owners
.are able to (and do) charge their vehicles at night
(during off-peak hours). As a result, there is already
a mechanism in place that provides incentives and cosL
reductsions to elecLric vehicle owners for charging
their vehicles at home during off-peak hours. There
is no need for yet another TOU rate that will reguire

26 "Most, Level- 2 residential chargers cost slightly more than $1,000. Therefore,
the charger rebate of $500 will apply to most electric vehicle charger purchases."
(Exh. B, p.8, fn.5)
27 "l-8,4+ in Federal taxes and 23.0Q in Delaware taxes. Per numerous sources,
including U.S. Department of Energy, EIA." (Exh. B, p.B, fn.6)
28 [The Public Advocate has] estimat,ed thaL the average amperage required during
an entire charge is L5 amps at 230 volts for five hours, whj-ch equals l-7.25 kwh
per charge. (Exh. 9, p.LL, fn. 7)
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all other ratepayers to subsidize the proposed R-PIV
rat.e. " (Exh. 8, pp.1-l--1-2. )

63. Below is the DPA's comparison of the two (2) rates

DETMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Comparison of Current Rate R-TOU-ND and Proposed Rate R-PIV

R.TOU.ND 29 R.PIV R-PIV Discount
Summer WInter Summer Winter Summer Winter

Cust. Chg.

Distribution

On-Peak

Off-Peak

Supply

On-Peak

Off-Peak

s0.060607 s0.060607

s0.007309 $o.oozaog

S0.112683 $o.rrrez+

s0.03s698 s0.041983

s0.173290 $0,172231
s0.043007 So.ocgzgz

50.036711 S0.036711

so.og6zrr 50.036711

s0.123014 s0.123014

50.027241 $0,02724t

s0.1s972s so.1s972s
So.o63es2 $o.ooggsz

S18.2s S18.2s 511.82 511.s2

Total Energy

On-Peak
Off-Peak

Typical Bills

80%on/20%Off
1.000
2,000
3,000

70%On/30%Oft
1,000
2,000
3,000

60%On/40%off
1,000
2,000
3,000

S16s.4s
Sltz.tz
S+sg.gs

S165.89
Ssrs.sq
5461.18

S1s2.39
s292.96
S433.s3

s1s2.39
S2e2.s6
s433.s3

7.97o/n
6.32%
5,74%

632%
4.48%
3.82%

4.44o/o
2.28%
L,50%

8.74o/"
6.56%
6.OO%

7.02%
5.24%
4,60%

5.7t%
3.67%
2s3%

s1s2.46
s286.65
Sczo.st

Srss.eo
S2s8.9s
s424.30

S142.81
s273.81
S4o4.8o

Sr+z.sr
$273.81
Sqo+.go

S139.43
S260.60
$381.7s

s141.31
5264.36
$3s7.42

Srgg.z+
$2s4.6s
$376.07

itzz,z+
s2s4.6s
$376.07

(Exh. 9, Watkins, GAW-2)

2e Exh.9, Watkins, Sch. GAW-2
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64. As t,o the proposed Program 1, the Pub1ic Advocat,e argues

against creat,ing a new voluntary whole-house time of use rate for electric

vehicles. As discussed previously, the Company currently has Commission

-approved time of use rate "designed to promoLe load shifting from on-

peak to off-peak periods" and the addiLional 5-8? subsidy to electrical

vehicle owners is not necessary. (Exh. 9, pp.10-l-1) An electric vehicle

owner using this rate and charging their vehicle at night during off peak

hours can save a substant.ial amount, of money each year. (Id. at p.L2.)

55. As to the proposed Program 2, where the Company would

provide a $50 credit, plus $5 per month for Fleet Carma@ cPS tracking,

battery charge and odometer readings, Lhe Public Advocat.e argues that this

is an unnecessary subsidy because: 1) a driver can observe the charge of

E.heir vehicle's battery, and 2) the cPS information will not aid DPIJ

regarding it.s electric dist.ribution system. Additionally, the DPA has

privacy concerns. (Id. at p.13.)

66. As to the proposed Program 3, involving the installation

of a Company-provided Level 2 charger aL 50? off Delmarva's cost with a

separate time of use raEe for a second meter, including 50? off Delmarva's

installation cost which can be financed interest free for 1-2 months, the

Public Advocate argues the Program should be rejected because: 1) it is

a subsidy; 2) even with the 50? discount, DPL's total cost of the charger

and inst,allation of $3500 is double the cost of what a cusEomer could

purchase a charger on Amazon for and have it installed by an electrician.

(Id. at p.1-5.)Proposed Program 4 involves "the Company subsidizing 50? of

the cost for up to 10 Smart Level 2 chargers to customers who own or operate

condominiums/apartment complexes lwith at least 3 elecEric vehicle

ownersl."(Id. at p.16 & fn 8.) According to the Public Advocate, this
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subsidized "multi-family rate," which is not a time of use rate, should be

rejected in favor of the free market, and not subsidizing the devetopers and

owners of these condominiums/apartment complexes. (Id. at pp.17-l-8.)

58. According to the Public AdvocaLe, another reason

for rejecting this program is that the proposed SGS-ND-PIV rate,

like the proposed R-PIV rate, is a subsidized raLe, as shown in

the table below:

Customer Charge

Energy Charge/kWh ( Summer) 30

Energy charge/kWh (Winter) 31

Current
SGS

Rate

$r-s. s6

r_1.8300+

Lt .67 63+

Proposed
SGS-ND-

Prv
Rate

SGS-ND-PIV

Discount

$L1.82

L0.5278+

10

#3.74

t.2022+

0.7244+

pp.17-l-8. )

9sr_9c

, Watkins,(Exh. 9

69. The Public Advocate also disagrees with proposed Program

5 which seeks that two Level 3 "Fast Chargers," which typically reguire

a maximum of 50 KW of power, and cost $l-20,000 each, be installed on f-

95, Route l-, and oEher major highways and oLher major roads.32 (Id. at pp.

18-19. ) The DPA arg"Lres that: 1) the location is of liLLle benef it to DPL's

customers; and 2) this program of providing electri,c charging service t,o

the public is "outside the business activities of a distribution company

like DPL." (Id. aE pp.19-20.) Finally, Ehe State of Delaware "sited

charging stations at the Delaware Welcome Center (on I-9s) in 2014, paid

for with an $80,000 DNREC grant from [the] Regional Greenhouse Gas

Initiative ("RGGI") funding." (Id. at p.9.)

70. The Public Advocate rejects proposed Program 5 as Lo

so rncludes distribution and supply. (nxh. 9, Watkins, p.18, fn 9)
31 fd.
32 Exh. l-2, Stewart Rebuttal , p. 6 .
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installing Level 2 chargers in neighborhoods due to the proposal

"interfering with free ent,erprise" and it being "outside of DPL's busj-ness

activit.ies as a dist.ribution company.,, (uxh. 9, Watkins, p.2!)

7L, According to the Pub1ic Advocate, Delaware currently has

34 charging sEations with 1-05 charging outlets. (Exh. 10, SfaLer, p.1-3)

DNREC has two charging stations that it owns and Royal Farms provided data

for its ten charging stations on 1j-ne in 20L7. (Id.) According to the

Public AdvocaLe, 34 charging sEations and l-05 charging outleLs is

sufficient for the amount of elecEric vehicles in Delaware, consideri-ng

their minimal use. (Id. at pp.L2-L5.) AIso, the Publ-ic Advocate stated

thaE electric vehicles now have much longer ranges thereby decreasing

range anxiety. (Id. at p.12.) "If anything, t.his should be a statewide

initiative, rat.her Ehan one for which a subset of Delawareans pay." (Id.

at p.l-4.)

72. As to the proposed Program 7, which involves a proposed

$400,000 grant to school disbricts for elecLric school buses, the Public

Advocate argues this program should be rejected because: L) Ehe State

should fund electric school- buses wit.h taxes if it decides to do so, not

DPL's ratepayers, 2) it is unknown which school districts would

participate inside or outside of Delmarva's service Lerritory33 or in

municipalities which can decide this issue Ehrough referendum; 3) Phase

One of the Volkswagen fraud case settlement funds woul-d provide up to

#3.226 million for school bus replacement, along with $1-.451 million for

33 The Public AdvocaEe maintains that..., "According to the Delaware Department of
Education ("DOE"), only one school distsrict owns all its buses. Nine other
district,s own some of Lheir buses. Thus, only 53 percent of school districts
would poLentially gualify. Diving further, it's possible that Seaford and
Capital School Districts may not gualify because both districLs are outside of
Delmarva's Lerritory. ff that is true, only 42 percent of school districts
would qualify for a Delmarva ratepayer subsidized v2c electric bus. How would
Delmarva choose which district receives a bus?" (Exh. 10, Slater, p.11)
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"El-ectric Vehicle Supply Equipment; ,, 4) DPIJ ratepayers would be

subsidizing customers of the Delmarva Electric Cooperative or

municipalities; 5) by placing t.his $400,000 into rat,e base, DPL is earning

a profit off of this supposedly altruistic undertaking; and 5) financially

tshis does not make sense because municipalities could issue bonds aE 2.Sleo

as of May L5 , 20LA, as opposed to DPL rat.epayers paying 8.81_? before-t,ax

Cost of Capital. (Id. at pp. l-O-t-l-, Exh. 9, Watkins , p.22.1

73. According to the Public Advocate, since Delmarva Power

estimates six of iEs seven offerings (excluding the Whole House rate) will
cost il,292,050, the WiI settlement funds for "Electric Vehicle Supply

Equipment" would fund all six of these offerings, with $159, 453.45 remaining

for other electric vehicle programs. (Exh. 10, SlaEer, p.L2)

74. Final1y, the Public Advocate takes issue with Delmarva

Power's consumer education and outreach proposal. The proposal which

contains three $L00,O00 "options,, includes, for exampl-e, web pages, social

media, paid advertising, direct mail, advertising, ',expanding education

to cust.omers on elect,rical vehicle basics [and] begin to help customers

begin t,o pvercome barriers to elect,ric vehicle adopLion.,, (Sxh. 10, Slater

pp. L9-20) According to Lhe Public Advocate, as an electric dist.ribution

company, and not an elect.ric vehicle manufacturer or dealer, t,his type of

consumer education and ouLreach is not Delmarva Power's responsibility

and its raEepayers should not be responsible for paying for it. (Id. )

Furthermore, the cost seems extremely expensive given that the Delmarva-

owned website and social media platforms which Delmarva intends to use a

are free, and that the collateral .materials is an article in a Pepco

Holding's website "The Source" which Delmarva Customers partialiy pay

for. (rd. at p.19.)
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C. Staff's Pre-Filed Direct Testimony.

75. Staff filed Ehe pre-filed direct testimony of Public

Utility Analyst, Amy ,J. Porter. (nxfr. 7) According Lo Ms. Porter:

"The Company is seeking approval to establish a
regulatory asset to recover all costs associaEed with
t,he program. Delmarva believes that all costs of the
program should be funded by Lhe customer classes that
will benefit from it. Delmarva does not intend on
using any of its own funding, in other words
shareholder provided funding, to help with the
program. All costs will be subsidized by all customers
in the class as the Company believes all customers
witl benefit from the PIV Program. ... Staff believes
that not, all customers are benefiEing from the program
and therefore should noL subsidize it through
rat,es that af fecE all customers ...

SLaff does not oppose the program that, Delmarva has
described in the Application. Staff supports the
Company's economic initiatives of trying to promote
Lhe PMrogram. Staff does however feel- that the
cosus should beneutral across all of the customers of
Delmarva. Staff does not believe thaE all cusLomers
should bdar the costs associated with the electric
plug in vehicles." (Id. at pp. 3-4.)

D. DNREC's Pre-Filed Direct Testimony.

76. Kat,hleen A. Harris, a Planner, submitted pre-filed direcL

testimony on behalf of DNREC's Division of Energy, Climat.e and Coastal

Programs. (Exh. 8) According to DNREC, DPL's proposed electric vehicle

program will benefit ratepayers and Delawareans through the time of use

rates alleviating future grid stress, having charging stations near

highways and aL mutti-unit dwellings, curbing air pollution and greenhouse

gas emissions, aiding Lhe general public health by creating less "smog,"

and properly educating Delawareans about the benefit,s of electric vehicles

which the StaEe of Delaware has not been able to afford and staff. (Id.

at pp.5-8.) Below are some questions and answers directly from Witness

Harris' pre-fi1ed testimony:
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77. O. Why is iE importanE for DpL to iniEiaEe Ehese
programs now?

A: Elect.ric vehicles are projected to comprise 65? of
light-duty vehicles sales by 2O5e and offer
environmental and healt.h benefits to all Delawareans.
34 Electric vehicles currently reduce greenhouse gases
by approximately 5,?50 pounds of CO2 eguivalent per
vehicle annually compared to a gasoline equivalent
vehicle. fn addit.ion, electric vehicl-es emit, zero
tailpipe emissions, reducing ground level ozone and
negative public health ouLcomes caused by this
pollution. As more renewable energy is added to the
electric grid, the production of electricity used to
charge electric vehicles will become cleaner and emit
fewer greenhouse gases, while also improving air
quality and public health in Delaware. (Id. at p.
5.)

Since electric vehicLes recharge an on-board battery
by using electricity from the electric grid, a large
number of vehicles charging at the same time and
during peak demand hours could have a negative effect
on electricity supply, availability, and price.
Utilities have an opportunity to prepare for this
change in electricity usage and ensure future grid
stabilization by encouraging elect.ric vehicLe drivers
Eo charge their vehicles during off-peak t.imes.
Utilities throughout the country have developed
programs similar to those proposed by DPL to prepare
for future trends. Sj-nce the majority of vehicle
charging is done at home,3s developing programs that
encourage elect,ric vehicl-e drivers to charge during
"off-peak" hours can alleviat,e future stresses on the
grid. It is cheaper and more efficient to prepare
for an issue before it occurs, and these programs
provide opportunities Lo develop the besL model
possible. If utilities wait. until after electric
vehicles have peneLrat.ed the market, grid
stabilizaLion and upgrade costss may be significantly
higher, therefore cosEing ratepayers more money. (Id.
at pp.5-6 & fn 2.)

78. Q: Do Ehese proposed programs align wiEh Ehe sEate's
goaTs Eo reduce greenhouse gases?

A: Yes. In 20t6, Delaware's CabineL CommitEee on
Climate and Resiliency recommended that the sLate
adopU a goal of 30? reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions from 2008 levels by 2030. fn 20t7, Delaware
joined t,he US Climate Alliance, thereby agreeJ-ng to

3a Energy Policy Simulator, 201 8 hfips://us.energypolicy.solutions/
35 htEps r / / www . energy. qov / eere / electricvehicles /charqinq-home
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reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 262 from 2005
leve1s by 2025 (approximately 2.5 million metric
tons). According to the 2014 Delaware Greenhouse Gas
Inventory, the transportation sector accounts for 287
of greenhouse gas emissions in Delaware.36 The large
percentage of emissions from this sector, coupled
with the l-ack of programs t.o address it and emerging
elecLric vehicle technologies, spurred t.he Division
of Energy, Climate, and Coastal Programs to develop
programs that reduce emissions in this sector. One
of the primary methods to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions in Lhe transportation sector is fueL
switching from internal combustion engines (diesel
or gasoline) to electric engines. (Id. at pp.6-7 &
fn 3.)

79. Q: How can electric vehicTes benefit aL7 DPL raEepayers?

A: Electric vehicles can provide additional revenue
tso a utility without significant, costs if vehicles are
charged during off-peak hours. This is because
electric vehicles are able to utilize Lhe idle capacity
of the Lransmission and distribution systems without
requiring additional grid upgrades. According to the
Pacific Nort,hwest National Laboratory,3T the marginal
cosE of energy could decrease drastically if electric
vehicles are charged during off-peak hours.
Encouraging elect.ric vehicle drivers Lo charge during
off-peak hours can provide economic long-term benefits
t,o utilities and decrease utility rat.es for all DPIJ
ratepayers. (Id. at p.7 & fn 4.)

80. Q: What are the heaTEh benefits of eLecEric
vehicTes?

A: Emissions from the transportation sector can
cause serious health related issues. traditional
gasoline vehicles emit NOx and vOCs, which are
precursors to the development of ground level ozone,
the main ingredient in "smog." Ground level ozone,
according to the Environment.al Protection Agency, can
make breathing difficutt, inflame and damage the
airways, aggravate respirat,ory diseases (including
asthma and emphysema), and cause chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease.3s These health issues are
parLicularly pronounced in vulnerable populations,
such as children and the elderly. Particulate
maLLer, also produced by gasoline vehicles, is
responsible for up to 30,000 premature deaths each

36 2014 Delaware Greenhouse Gas fnventory Data, collected by Lhe DNREC Divlsion
of Air Quality
37 ht www news release . as ? id=2 04
38 ht lut
af fects -your -health

mobile- ource-
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year.3e Plug-in electric vehictes reduce or eliminate
tailpipe emissions, thereby reducing the number of
hea1Lh relaLed issues caused by ground 1evel ozone
and particulate mat,ter. (Id. at p.7 & fns 5,6.)

81. The CLean Transoorta Eion Incentive Proqram

fn 20tS, DNREC launched the Clean Transportation
Incentive Program, which consj-sts of three programs
thaE are directly related Lo elecLric vehicles and
their supporting infrastrucUure :

a) The Clean Vehicle Rebate Program provides
rebates of up to $3,500 to Delawareans and
Delaware-based businesses for the purchase of
alternative fuel vehicl,es, including electric
vehicles. Since this launch of this program,
more than 700 rebates for electri-c vehicl-es
have been provided to Delawareans and Delaware
businesses, helping Eo reduce greenhouse gas
emissions in t,he state by over 2,000 tons of
CO2 equivalent annually.

b) The Electric VehicTe Charging SEaEion Rebate
Program provides rebates of up t,o $5,000 for
elecLric vehicle charging staLions at
residential and commercial properties and
workplaces. As part of this program, DNREC
launched the Workplace Charging Campaign to
encourage Delaware workplaces to install
electric vehicle charging stations for fleet,
employee, andfor public use. A siEing and
design document was also developed as part of
this campaign that can be used by both
commercial property owners and businesses
interested in installed workplace charging
stations. Since the launch of the rebate
program, over 200 rebates have been provided
to Delawareans and Delaware-based business for
electric vehicle charging stations.

c) The ATternative FueTing InfrasErucEure GranE
Program was a competitive grant program in
201,5 that provided funding of up to $500,000
for the installation of alternat.ive fueling
infrastructure, including DC Fast Charging
Stations for electric vehicles. As a result
of these grants, 10 additional DC Fast
Charging Stations were installed south of the
C&D Canal at 5 Royal Farms locations. (Id. at
pp. e-10. )

3e https://www.ucsusa.org/clean-vehicles/vehicles-air-polluLion-and-human-
health# . Wuhz0y4bOCh
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82. The FederaT Highway Administration Al-ternaEive FueL
Corridors

In 2015 and 201-7, the Federal Highway Administration
solicited states to nominaLe corridors within their
jurisdict.ion to be designaLed as "Alternative Fuel
Corridors. " In 20!6, Delaware and several other
states jointly nominated a series of interstate
corridors for designation. In 20L7, Delaware
nominated additional intrastate corridors to be
designate for electric vehicle charging stations. As
a result of these nominatj-ons, Delaware's componenL
of I-95, DE SR-l-, US-13, and US-1-13 were designat.ed
as Alternative Fuel Corridors for electric vehicle
charging stations . (Id. at p. l-0 . )

83. VoTkswagen MitigaEion Trust Fund

In 20L7, the Volkswagen Corporat,ion agreed to Lhe
Diesel Emission Partial Consent Decree with the US
Department of ,Iustice for insLalling "defeat devices"
in diesel vehicles. As part of this consent decree,
Del-aware wil-1 receive approximately $9 million for
project.s that reduce NOx emissions. The DNREC
Division of Air Quality will manage Lhe funds from
this settlement. Fifteen percent of this funding
($1.5 million) will be designated for electric
vehicl-e charging and hydrogen fueling stations. The
Division of Energy, Climate, and Coastal Programs
will manage that portion of the funding. While
eligible projects have not' been determined yet, DNREC
anticipates using Lhese funds to install new DC Fast
Charging sEaEions in Delaware. (Id. at pp.10-l-l-.)

84. Charging StaEions aE DNREC Tocations

In 20L6, DNREC installed two public electric vehicle
charging stations at State Street Commons in Dover.
As a result of installing and managing these charging
stations, DNREC has been able to offer low-cost
charging services for employees as well as collect a
modest amount of data on station usage and charging
patterns. Staff also gained vaLuable experience with
charging staLion inst,allation and management.

85. DNREC's EJ.ectric FTeet VehicLes

The DNREC Division of Energy, ClimaLe, and CoasCaI
Programs has Lwo electrj-c fleet vehicles and helped
the Division of Air Quality and the Delaware
DepartmenE of Transportation obtain elecLric
vehicles. DNREC is currently working with the state
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Office of Management and Budget Fleet. Services to
deploy additional electric fleet vehicles EhroughouE
the state, and install infrastructure Lo support
them. (Id. at p . l-l- . )

85. Finally, according to DNREC, " [t] he reduction of

greenhouse gases in the transporEation secLor also helps to mitigaLe the

effects of climate change induced health related issues. Climate change

can cause an increage in extreme weather events, heat waves, disease

migration, and droughts, all of which have adverse effects on human heal-Lh

and welfare."4o (Id. at p.8 & fn 7.)

E. SIERRA CLUB'S Pre-Filed Direct Testimony.

87 . Consult,ant Douglas B. rTester f rom 5 Lakes Energy, LLC

fited pre-fi1ed direct testimony on behalf of the Sierra Club. (nxfr. 5)

As Eo the benefiEs of electric vehicles to ratepayers and Del-awareans,

Ehe Sj-erra Club essentially focused on the same benefitss as DNREC,

alLhough Lhe Sierra CIub provided additional support. for those benefits.

(Id. at pp.7-L3. )

88. According to the Sierra CIub, an efectric ut.ility like

Delmarva Power is in a unigue position to present an electric charging

program and consumer education during early development of the market

because the utitity can bill cusLomers for charging their efectrical

vehicle aL home and thereby "can dilute the fixed costs of transmission

and distribution and lower electriciEy raEes for all utility cusEomers. "

(ra. at pp.23-24.)

89. Regarding Program l-, the residential whole-house time of

use ra!e, the Sierra Club states that:

" It.] his option should
will broadly
use power and

be fully supported as iL
rat,ionalize when customersserve to

will boLh promote electric vehicle

40https : / /www.niehs. nih. qov,/research/proq rams /qeh/c1 imatechanqe,/health i-mpacts / i
ndex. cfm
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ownership and opLimum charging patt,erns aL no cost
to other cust.omers. However, I recommend that. the
offeringbe extended to Net Energy Metering customers
as well, which I anticipate will be part,icutarly
important given the likely overlap in EV ownership
and rooftop solar." (Id. at p.34.)

90. Regarding Program 2, the FleetCarma@ device, the Sierra Club

argues that this program will help ',shape load,, and does not require the

customer's other electricity uses to be subjecE to a time of use rate. (Id.

at pp. 34-3s. )

9l-. Program 3 involves Smart Leve1 2 EV equipment at a 50?

discount along with a second meter. The Sierra Club argues that this program

wiII allow DPL "to manage smart charging and the costs and benefits of doing

so in context of a time of use rate." (Id. at p.36.)

. 92, Program 4 is t.he multi-family dwelling offering. The Sierra

Club recommends dispensing with the proposed 3 vehicle requirement because,

not only is it a difficult market to develop a workable solution, but

"Delmarva's proposed requirement would limit the offering's ability to promote

new EV deploymenE by limiting it to buildings at, which drivers have already

found workable soluLions to enable EV ownership other than home ownership.".

(fd. at p.37,) In additi-on, the Sierra Ctub recommends providing a way for EV

drivers to pay Delmarva or a third-parLy directty for charging services to

enable pricing options beyond a flat rate charge or parking fee to incent

drivers to charge at low-cost times or cycle through parking once charging is

complet,e." (Id. at pp.37-38.)

93. Regarding Program 5, according t,o t,he Sierra Club, "Delmarva

apparently plans to use 50kW DC fast charging in t,his offering. For a "road

trip" charging session, this is inadequate. F\rlly charging high-range electric

vehicles such as the Chevrolet Bolt or any of Ehe Tesla models at 50 kW

charging rate could take a couple of hours. For this reason, Electrify
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America [established by Volkswagen in the sett]-ementl recenbly announced that

iL will be including 350 kW and 400 kW charging equipment in its highway

corridor program. Charging at these rates will reduce charging times

for "road trip" charging toapproximately 1-5 minutes, which is much more

conducive to electric vehicle adoption and use than a two hour charging

episode. [we] therefore recommend that Delmarva focus this offering on

charging staLions offering 350kW t,o 400 kW charging raLes." (Id. at p.40.)

94. As to Program 6, Neighborhood public charging, as opposed to

installing two (2) Level 2 chargers, since street parking or shared parking

without spaces is involved, the Sierra Club recommends that this program be

modified to use 50 kW or L50kw fast charging stations for neighborhood public

charging. (Id. at pp.4L-42.)

95. As to Program 7, the electric school bus program whereby

Delmarva.proposed $400,000 of funding, The Sierra Club supports Lhis offering

because school busses are ideal for Vehicle to Grid applications and electric

school busses "will directly reduce exposure of children to particulate matter

and other pollutants." (fd. at pp. 42-43.) The Sierra Club proposes that

Delaware follow California's stakeholder program which requires quarterly

reporting abouE miles, expenses, technology, challenges, etc. It is also

recommended that the Commission perform a formal review in two (2) years to

evaluate all advances regarding this subject. (Id. at pp.43-45.)

F. Company's Pre-Filed Rebuttal Test,imony. TeEtimony of Robert S.

Stewart.

96. The Company's pre-filed Rebuttal testimony was filed by

those representatives who filed direct testimony: a) RoberE S. SLewart,

Pepco Holdings, Inc.'s ("Pepco") Manager of Smart Grid and Technology;

and b) Peter R. Blazunas, a Senior Rate Analyst in Pepco's RegulaLory

Strategy and Revenue Policy Division. (Exhs . 12 and 11- , respecEively.)
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97.

issues raised

wi-tness Porter

Witness Stewart addressed a

by the DPA witnesses Slat.er

(Exh. L2, p.1.)

number of program design

and Wat.kins and Staf f ' s

98. As to the DPA's witness Slater,s arguments, Company

witness Stewart raised t,he following rebuttal arguments:

a. In excess of $1- billion of utility-owned EV
equipment has been approved in the U.S., responding
to Lhe DPA's argument t.hat some states are rejecting
utility-owned EV eguipment; (Id. at pp.L-2.)

b. The PIV charging program complements the purchases
incentives current,ly provide by the federaL and
sEate government., responding Eo the DPA's argument,
that enough incentives are already being provided;
"the main reason is to help Delmarva Power better
manage the coming significant shift Lo PIVs and
resulting impact on the distribution system;,' (Id.
at pp.3-4.)

c. As to the DPA's argument that the Fleet. Carmao
device "provides no incentive to change lcharging
behaviorl , " Company witness StewarE argues that the
device al1ows the Company "to verify that the
participant.s are charging ats their residence and
charging off peak [which, if both conditions are
met, would aIlow participants to receive an off-
peak crediLl." (Id. aL p.4; see Exh. 9, Watkins,
p.16)

d. The Company is considering I-95, RouEe 1, Route 301-
and/or Route 13 for placement of the two (2)
request,ed Direct Current Fast Chargers ("DCFC"), not
just I-95 as implied by the DPA, with cosLs
"primarily" Eo be borne by users wheLher from in or
out of state;41 (Id. at pp. 6-7.) Delmarva seeks
ownership of these unit.s to determj-ne "freguency of
use, Lime of use, average dwell time, safety and
reliability." (pxh. L2, p.7.) Finally, customers'
private information is appropriat,ely managed by
Fleet Carmao while customers receive access Lo Lheir
own driving hist.ory which can help Lhem improve
their driving efficiency. (Id. at p.l-6.) "... PIV
operaLors using the chargers, whether from Delaware
or out-of-state/ are paying for t.he capital costs
of the chargers, as well as costs associated with

a1 Two major Charging Standards of DC Fast Charging are: CHAdeMO: Thls is
currently the most popular sLandard, used by the Nissan Leaf, Mitsubishi i-MIEV,
and Kia Soul EV and CCS (Combined Charging St.andard): A11 U.S. makers except.
Tesla and all German makers use this standard, including cars from BMW,

Chevrolet., Ford, Mercedes-Benz, Volkswag'en, and Volvo t.hat. are fitted with
quick-charging ports. (Exh. L2, p.LB.)
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distribution, generation, and transmissj-on service,
through their use of Lhe chargers." (Exh. LL, p.3)

e. Regarding the DPA's argument,s as to the Company's
proposal as Lo electric school buses, Witness
Stewart argues thaL "Delaware's al-l-ocation of funds
f rom t.he VW settlement is #9 , 67 6 , 682 .97 . " (Exh.
12, p.9.) DNREC has developed a proposed
environmental mitigaEion plan for accepting
and allocating those funds. The proposal consists
of Lhree (3) phases. The first two (2) phases are
aimed au nJ-trogen oxide (NOx) reduct j-on
specifically, with Phase one providing one third
of the funding, or $3,225,560.99, for replacement
of diesel school buses with propane buses and Phase
Two providing an additional third of the funding
to projects it will solicit through a competiLive
request for proposals (RFP) that will reduce
NOx emissions from Ehe transportation sector.

During Phase Three, DNREC will receive 15? of the
settlement funds , ot $1-,451- ,502.45, for the
deployment of ElecLric Vehicle Supply Equipment,
which wilI be distributed through anoLher RFP
process. The remaining #1,774, 058.54 will be
allocated to eligible NOx-reducing projects based
on the funding priorities delineated in the
Mitigation Plan. It is important to noEe, however,
that Phase Three's deployment of EVSE is not,
scheduled to be accomplished until after 2020, and
it is not clear how much of this toLal amount
would be available to support the Company's
specific offerings. Relying on the EVSE thaL will-
be funded by the VIatr settlement therefore means
doing noEhing to address the SEate's needs in this
rapidly growing area unEil 2020.il (Id. at pp.9-10.)
To the extent any DNREC funding becomes available
in the future, the Company staLed it would reduce
Ehe cost of it.s proposed programs. (Id at p.10. )

In responding to DPA's argument that the Company's
proposal is anti-competitive, Delmarva argues that
it is not because: a) private companies will be
supplying the chargers; and b) Delmarva "is
proposing to install only t,wo Level 2 neighborhood
chargers and 2 DCFC [chargers] along public
corridors." (Id. at p.11.) According to Delmarva,
these chargers will incenLivize buyers to purchase
PIVs who wil-l then use free market chargers. (Id.)

As to the DPA'S argument that PIV owners "do not
pay Eheir fair share of gasoline tax which helps
fund road infrasLructure," Delmarva argues LhaL this
is an issue better addressed by Congress and the
SEaEe of Delaware, the latter of which is
considering a per mile transporLaLion tax. (Id. at
p.12.)
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h. As to the DPA's argument that Delaware has noL
adopted any formal policy regarding electric
vehicles, Wi-tness StewarU disagrees because: a) ,.by
Executive Order No. 18 dated February !7, 2OLO,
all state agencies were ordered to J_mprove air
quality by reducing vehicle emissions by 252,
including making the procurement of hybrid
vehicles, alternative fuel vehicles, high fuel
economy or low emission vehicles a priority;,, b)
"Governor Carney announced in r-Tune 2OL7 that
Del-aware has joined the U.S. ClimaLe Alliance, which
is a coalition of stat.es committed to upholding the
Paris Agreement to combat, climate change by
reducing emissions by 26-28? percent by 2025;,, c)
"Governor Carney and Secretary Cohan announced the
purchase of the firsL electric vehicles to De1DOT, s
fleet on February 2, 20L8, which is part of an
effort, to evaluate the usage of PIVS as a fleeL
vehicle;" d)Delaware is also part of the Clean
Cities Coalition Network, which is a program
starEed by Ehe U.S. Department of Energy and
includes a coalition of 4Q st,akehold.ers to help
familiarize fleet, managers with the benefits of
additional alternative fueled vehicles for their
fleet; and d) "Delaware is one of j-1 Mid-At.lant.ic
States that is a member of the Transportation
and Climate Initiative to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions by minimizing our transportation sysEem, s
reliance on high-carbon fuels.,' (fa. aU pp.13-t-4. )

99. As to DPA's Consul-tant Watkins' discussion of the income

of PTV owners, Delmarwa argues Lhat the number of PIv models is increasing,

the price of PIVs is decreasing, and the manufacturers' rebates are

substantial, with Nissan offering $3,000 and BMW 9L0,O0O. (Id. at pp.t-4-

l-5.) Also, according to the Company, these rebates and being a border state

to the zero Emission Vehicle St.ates of Maryland and New Jersey, could

increase used PIV vehicle sales in Delaware. (fa. at p.1-5.) FinaIIy, the

Company maintains charging infrastructure, particularly in 1ow income

areas is needed. (Id. at p.19.)

100. As to Ehe type and cosE of the fifty Level 2 Chargers the

Company proposes to purchase, Witness Stewart rebuEs the DPA by testifying

that the Company's proposed Level 2 charger is a true "smarE charger wit,h

communication, lalong with time gradedJ and output control capabiliLies."
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(Id. at p.17,) The cosE of these chargers was developed in the Maryland

Demand Response Program for EV Charging, Formal Case No. 926L, and by

verifying the cost of Company-owned fleet and workplace chargers. (Id.)

Specifically, the Company's cost estimate for Offering 3 is based upon the

Demand Response Pilot Program for Pepco Holdings, Inc. in Maryland. (Id.

at pp. L7-L8.) In Maryland, the subscription raLe for the Leve1 2 chargers

was 1-00?. (Id. at p.I7.) Witness Stewart also cites a survey where 49? of

PIV owners prefer Level 2 chargers as opposed to Level 1 chargers due Lo

substantially better charging speed. (Id. aL p.20.)

L0L. Responding to Staff witness PorEer, Company witness

SLewart testified that, while DPL "did not expect. significants transmission

sysLem or bulk electric substaLion upgrades [due to PfVs] ,,, the Company

did "expect to see the need Eo address project,ed load at the circuit Ieve1,

most likely in the form of distribution Lransformer upgrades." (Id. at

p.23.)

L02. Rebuttal Testimony of Feter R. Blazunas. Company Witness

Blazunas addressed cosL recovery and rate design issues raised by the

DPA witnesses Slater and Watkins and Staff's witness Porter. (Exh. LL,

p.1.)

l-03. As to the DPA's argument, Lhat PIV owners are being

subsidized by the proposed off-peak raLe, the Company argues that: a) the

PIV owner must charge during the off-peak time to incur the benefit; b)

all customers, whether PIV owners or not, may benefit from increased

charging of electric vehicles; and c) "any shortfall in the revenues

received by the Company for purposes of recovering the cost to serve the

proposed whole house time-of*use rate's SOS loadwill be recovered

so1ely from that Service Classification via the Company's

Procurement Cost Adjustment ("PCA"). As stated in the Company's Electrj-c
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Tariff Leaf No. lL2

"... the Company will- determine a ProcuremenL Cost
Adjustmenb("PCA") which will reflect the difference
bet,ween the actual cosL of serving customers in each
fixed price SOS customer group and the amount billed
to fixed price SOS cusEomers for the same time
period,plus interest at a rate equal to the Company,s
overaLl return. The PC is a g per kilowaLE-hour rate
applied to the Customer's billed kitowatt-hours. (Id.
at pp.2-3. ) As to the Company's voluntary
residenLial time-of-use rate and its proposed
PIV raLes and why the different rates are
needed, Witness Blazunas testified that., "whil-e
the raLes aII strive to incentivize off-peak
elect,ric consumpt,ion, the rates are not
directly comparable." (Id. at p.4.) The R-PIV
and PfV rates serving only an at-home charger
have narrower on-peak periods than the
voluntary on-peak residential rate serving the
ent,ire house . (Id. at p . 5 . ) The PIV raLes do
not require t,he customer to manage the
electricity in their entire home as t.he
residential time-of-use rate does. (Id.)

104. As to St.aff Witness PorLer questioning whether the

Company will earn additional revenues from the proposed program,

Witness Blazunas testified that "to the ext,ent the Program promotes the

electrificat,ion of the transportation sector in Delaware and thereby helps

increase overall electricity consumption while utilizing existing system

capacity, it will have the effect of spreading the fixed costs of the

system over an increasing number of kilowat,t hours, thereby diluLing Ehe

costs of the system for all ratepayers. FurLher, additional load from PIV

charging during off-peak times (when wholesale power prices are lower) will

have the effect. of decreasing the average wholesale unit price." (Id. at p.6.)

l-05. Fina11y, in response to St,aff Witness Porter, Witness

Blazunas t.estif ied that:
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" [i] t is not the Company's proposat to fund the PIV
program via shareholder funds or t,hrough rates charged
to participants for several reasons. First,
participants are already expected to make
contributions in various forms to t,he costs of Ehe
Program. Second, PIV charging rates set such that that,
they fully recover the costs of the Program may
disincentive part,icipation in the Program. This would
also hinder Delmarva Power's efforts to obtain through
Ehe Program learnings about the effects of
transport,aEion electrif icaLi-on. Third, the Company's
proposed cost recovery mechanism reflecEs the fact that
all ratepayers, and society in. general, will benefit as
a result of the electrification of the Delaware
transportation sector which the Company, through the
PIV Program, is attempting to encourag'e." (Id.)

IV. EVIDENTIARY HE.A,RING

1-05. On February 28, 20L9, I conducted the duly-noticed

evidentiary hearing at the Commission's Office in Dover. Four (4)

witnesses testified at the evidentiary hearing in favor of the Commission

approving the proposed SetEfemenL Agreement, the first, Ehree witnesses

testifying that the proposed SeLtlement Agreement is in the public

interest: 1-) Robert S. Stewart, Pepco Holding, Inc.'s Manager of Smart

Grid and Technology, testifying on Delmarva's behalf; 2) Andrew C. Slater,

Delaware's Public Advocate; 3) Connie McDowell, Commission Staff's Senior

Regulat,ory Policy Administrator; and 4) David T. Stevenson, the Policy

Director of the Caesar Rodney Institute. The proposed SeEtlement Agreement

is att,ached hereto as Exhibit "1."

V. E.INDINGS AI\TD RECOMMENDATIONS

L07. PursuanE to the Commission's instructions, I hereby submit

for consj-deraLion these proposed Findings and Recommend.abions.

1-08. The Commission has jurisdiction in this DoekeL pursuant

tro 26 De7. C. 5201(a) .

1-09. The SetEling Parties, Delmarva, Staff, and the Public
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Advocate, each representing diverse interests, t.estified that adopting the

Set.tlement Agreement. is in the public interest. The t.hree. additional

parties, DNREC, the Caesar Rodney InsLitute, and the Sierra Club, did not

object to Lhe adoption of the SeLLlemenE. The SeLLlement Agreement was

reached after significant discovery and negotiations between the Settling

Part,ies over the course of this fifteen (rs1 month Docket. The Set.Lling

Part,ies' hearing testimony and pre-filed test,imony in support of the

SetElement is persuasive. For the reasons which fo1low, I recommend that

the Commission approve the SeLLlement as in the public interest.

1-1-0. 26 DeL. C. 5307 (a) places the Burden of Proof upon Delmarva

Lo demonstrat,e that the proposed raUes are just and reasonable. Paragraph

5 of the Set,tlement Agreement provides that Lhe subject costs shall be

recorded in a Regulatory Asset and that the Company sha11 seek recovery of

the Regulatory Asset in its next base raEe case. "The reasonableness and

the amount of the Regulatory AsseL will be subject to review and challenge

by any other party."

1l-1-. 26 De7. C. S5l-2 (a) provides that " [i] nsofar as

practicable, the Commi-ssion shall encourage the resofution of matters

brought before it through the use of stipulations and settlements. " 26

De7. C. 551-2(c) provides that the Commission may approve a settlement if

it is in the public interest

Ll2. According to Company Witness Stewart's testJ-mony

regarding Paragraph L of the Settlement Agreement, "Delmarva is authorized

to institute a new mandatory service classification for residentiaL

customers, which allows for a second meter to be used solely for measuring

residential electric vehicle charging. That new service classification

would include a time-of-use rate thaE goes along with it to encourage off-

peak charging." (Tr.-237) The idea is for the Company to plan for and Lhus
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minimize the impacts of electric vehicles on its infrastructure. (Tr,-236)

Participants may elects a L00? renewable energy ',Green Rider,, opLion at an

increased charge which, if selected, renewable energy credits offset t,he

EV charger's energy use. (fr.-237-238.)

113. Company Witness Stewart also testified regarding

Paragraph 2 of the Settlement Agreement involving neighborhood chargers.

The parties have agreed that Delmarva shall- own and operate two Level II

chargers to be insLalled in neighborhoods in an 
(at.t,empt. Lo address EV

charger underserved areas, evaluate installation challenges and customer

usage, and/or aid Delmarva in siting commercial charger installations, and

working with loca1 governments. (Tr-239) Del-marva will provide 1-00?

renewable crediLs to these two Level II neighborhood chargers. (Id.)

1-LA. Paragraph 3 of the Settlement Agreement involves two

highway chargers which Delmarva will own and operate, called "Direct

Current Fast Chargers" or "DC Chargers. " (Tr. -24Q-242) These chargers can

charge an electric vehicle as quickly as Uwenty minut,es. (tr.-240)

According t,o Witness Stewart, the Company wants to monitor the use of these

DC Chargers to gauge Lhe EV market and to see if any load impacts occur.

(Tr. -2aL)

1-15. The Public Advocate, Mr. Slater, testified that the

Settlement, Agreement, was in the public interest because it "strikes a

balance" among many factors. (Tr.-251-) He also noEed that the SeLLlemenL

"will provide opportunities to the ratepayers we represent through off

peak charging schedules, along with four addit,ional chargers." (Tr.-252)

Also, Staff's Senior Regulatory PoIicy Administrator, Ms. McDowell,

testified that the Settlement Agreement was in the public interest because

"the services could provide j-ncentives to purchase electric cars/ which

could have a positive impact on the environment." (Tr.-255)
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1L5. Mr. Stewart, described the Working croup as including

De1marva, Staff and the DPA as described in Paragraph 7 of the Settlement

Agreement, "and it could involve others such as the Department of

Transportation [and] DNREC, as appropriate. " (Tr. -242) Delmarva

anticipates meeting quarterly and sharing information regarding the EV

market, plug-in vehicle issues, infrastructure, emissions, and emerging

issues. (Tr.-242-243) Caesar Rodney fnstitute ("CRI") testified Ehat, the

Working Group Meeting should be open to the public, along wit,h the non-

object.ing inLervening parties, CRI, DNREC, and the Sierra Club being

permitted to attend. (Tr. -258)

ll7. As to the Regulatory Asset, in addition to being

challengeable by any party in the next base rate case, Paragraph 5 of t,he

Settlement Agreement further provides thaL: "Delmarva is entitled to earn a

reLurn on the amount of the Regulatory Asset equivalent to the Company's

authorized rate of return approved by the Commission in its next base rate

case; however, if the amortization of the Regulatory AsseL approved by the

Commission in the next base rate case is less than 18 months, Delmarva is onJ-y

entitLed Lo earn a reLurn on the amount of the Regulatory Asset equivalent

to the Company's authorized cosL of debt approved by the Commission in its

next base rate case. The amounE of the approved Regulatory Asset shal-l be

recovered through an Ev rider, which rider shall be removed from the

Company's tariff when the entire approved amount of expenses deferred in the

Regulatory Asset has been recovered. The Company shal-I notify the Commission

Staff and the DPA when the Regulatory Asset has been fu1ly recovered and the

EV rider is removed. "

L1-8. The fact that the three Set.tling Parties executing the
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Settlement Agreement represent. diverse interesLs is persuasive. Delmarva's

interest focuses upon achieving rates which allow it to recover its costs

of providing electric vehicle charging service and an opportunity to earn

a fair rate of reUurn if its Program is approved by the Commission. Staff

seeks to balance the utility's and all ratepayers' interests. 29 De7. C.

587l-6 (d) (2) charges the Pub1ic Advocate with advocating the lowest

reasonable rates for primarily residenuial and small commercial consumers

consistent with maintaining adequate utility service and an eguitable

distribut.ion of rates among all of Ehe ut.iliLy's customer classes. Finally

the remaining three parties, DNREC, Sierra Club, and t.he Caesar Rodney

Institute, did not object to the Settlement.

1-L9. There is substant.ial evidence in t.he record to support my

recommendati-on that the Settlement Agreement be approved.a2 (29 De7. C.

51-01-42 (d) ) f find that Lhe Commission, in all likelihood, would not have

decided every conLestsed issue in favor of any one of the SetEling Part,ies.

Rather, the Commission would have more likely balanced each party's

position against certain regulatory principles and reached some compromise

between the various positions taken by the parties.

42 "substantial evidence is such relevant evldence as a reasonable mind might
accept as adequate to support a conclusion. IE must be more than a
scintilla, but may be less than a preponderance of the evidence." Olney v.
Cooch, 425 A.zd 6]-0, 6]-4 (DE. L981); Prlce v. State of Delaware Board of Trustees,
20L0 [{L L223792 (DeI. Supey. Mar. 22, 2010) (unpublished opinion)
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L20. After having reviewed the record, I recommend that the

Commission adopt and approve the proposed Settlement Agreemeng as being in

Lhe public j.nterest according Uo 26 De7, C. 5512(c). I attach a proposed

Commission Order as Exhibit \\2.il

Respectfully submitted,

YIAA/\/-
Mark Lawrence
Senior Hearing Examiner
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF mE STATE OFDELAWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION
OF DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT
COMPANY FOR APPROVAL OF A
PROGRAM FOR PLUG IN VEHICLE
CHARGING
(Filed October 19,20 17)

PSC Docket No. 17-1094

PROPOSE,D SETTI,EMENT

This_ day of January 2019, Delmarva Power & Light Company ("Delmarva" or

the "Company"), the Division ofthe Public Advocate ("DPA"), and the Delaware Public

Service Commission Staff ("Staff), all of whom together are the "Settling Parties," each

individually a "Settling Party," hereby propose a settlement of all issues that were raised

inthe above-captioned proceedings as follows (the "Settlement").

I. INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROLIND

On October 19,2017, Delmarva filed an application with the Delaware Public

Service Commission (the "Commission") pursuant to26 Del. C.$ 201 seeking approval of

its Application for the Approval of a Voluntary Program for Plug-In Vehicle ("PIV")

Charging (the "Application").

By PSC Order No. 9150, the Commission required notice of Delmarva's

Application through newspaper publication, established a deadline for interventions, and

assigned the matter to Hearing Examiner R. Campbell Hay for evidentiary hearings and

further proceedings. DPA intervened in this matter. Staff also participated in the case.

Hearing Examiner Hay granted admission to Delaware Depaftment of Natural Resources

and Environmental Control ("DNREC"), SierraClub, and Caesar Rodney Institute ("CRl")

)
)
)
)
)

)



as intervenors in this matter.

Pursuant to Hearing Examiner llay's directive, notice of public comment sessions

to be held on January 16,2018 in New Castle, Delaware, on January 17,2018 in Dover,

Delaware, and on January 18,2018 in Millsboro, Delaware was published in the News

Journal, the Delm,vare State News, and the Cape Gazette, Notice of these public comment

sessions was also reflected on the procedural schedule published on Delafile. The public

comment sessions were held as published.

On February 9,2018, Delmarva filed an amended version ofthe Application (the

"Amended Application"), which was accompanied by the pre-filed direct testimony oftwo

witnesses.

Following the resignation of Hearing Examiner Hay from his position with the

Commission, by PSC Order No. 9183, the Commission designatedMark Lawrence as

Hearing Examiner to continue the assigned responsibilities in this docket, as may be

necessary, to have a full and complete record concerning the justness and reasonableness

of the proposed program.

Pursuant to the procedural schedule, the Settling Parties engaged in substantial

discovery. On May 18,2018, Staff and DPA both submitted direct testimony. On June

22, 2018, Delmarva requested an extension of the procedural schedule to allow for the

production of an expert report on rebuttal and for discovery thereon. On July 3,2078,the

Hearing Examiner granted Delmarva's request, which the Commission upheld in PSC

Order No. 9270. On August 22, 2078, Hearing Examiner Lawrence entered a revised

procedural schedule that had been agreed upon by the parties. On September 7, 2018,

Delmarva filed rebuttal testimony. On October 1,2018, Staff, DPA, and CR[ submitted
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data requests regarding Delmarva's rebuttal testimony, to which Delmarva provided

responses on October 22,2018,

It is acknowledged that the Settling Parties hold differing views as to the proper

resolution of many of the underlying issues in this proceeding and are preserving their

rights to raise those issues in future proceedings on a prospective basis only, except as

provided below, This Settlement reflects compromises made by the Settling Parties in an

effort to resolve this proceeding.

II. SETT'LEMENT PROVISIONS

IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED by the Settling Parties that they

will submit to the Commission for its approval the following terms and conditions for

resolution ofthis proceeding :

A. Sefflement Terms

1. Until real-time pricing is allowed by state law, Delmarva is authorizedto

institute a new mandatory service classification applicable to second meters used solely to

meter residential PIV charging usage. Participants in this new mandatory service

classification will be solely responsible for any and all costs for and associated with the

purchase and installation ofthe second meter. The new service classification will include

a tirne-of-use Standard Offer Service ("SOS") rate designed to encourage nighttime

charging.

2. Participants in the new mandatory service classification described in

Paragraph above will have the option of receiving electricity consisting of 100%

renewable energy in the fonn of a volumetric "adder," PIY-Green. Based on cument

procurement costs, the adder would increase the rate by $0.00720 per kWh. The adder will
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allow customers to have their energy supplied from 100% green energy and to claim zero

tailpipe emissions when charging an all-electric vehicle.

3. Delmarva is authorized to install two Smart Level II chargers in

neighborhoods within Delmarva's Delaware service tenitory to be 'determined by

Delmarva, Staff, DPA, and DelDOT, and to institute a new service classification for the

use of such chargers. The equipment will be owned and maintained by Delmarva and will

provide electricity through I00% renewable energy sources. Ariy money received by

Delmarva from use of the charging stations described in this paragraph will be an income

line item for accounting purposes going forward.

4. Delmarva is authorized to install two Direct Current Fast Chargers along

main transportation corridor sites in Delmarva's Delaware service territory in locations to

be determined by Delmarva, Staff, DPA, and DelDOT, and to institute a new service

classification for the use of such chargers, The equipment will be owned and maintained

by Delmarva and will provide electricity through I00% renewable energy sources. Any

money received by Delmarva from use of the charging stations described in this paragraph

will be an income line item for accounting purposes going forward.

5. Delmarva can record the costs incurred as a result of Paragraphs I through

4 above as a regulatory asset. The Cornpany will seek recovery of the regulatory asset in

its next base rate case; the reasonableness and amount ofthe regulatory asset will be subject

to review and challenge by any other parlry. Delmarva is entitled to earn a return on the

amount of the regulatory asset equivalent to the Company's authorized rate of retum

approved by the Commission in its next base rate case; however, if the amortization of the

regulatory asset approved by the Commission in the next base rate case is less than eighteen

4



months, Delmarva is only entitled to earn a return on the amount of the regulatory asset

equivalent to the Company's authorized cost of debt approved by the Cornmission in its

next base rate case. The amount of the approved regulatory asset shall be recovered

through an EV rider, which rider shall be removed from the Company's tariff when the

entire approved amount ofexpenses deferred in the regulatory asset has been recovered.

The Company shall noti$r the Commission Staff and the DPA when the regulatory asset

has been fully recovered and the EV rider is removed. Delmarva will provide an

accounting of the administrative costs incured in implementing Paragraphs I through 4

above to Staff and DPA.

6. The Settling Parties specifically agree that the Benefit Cost Analysis for

Electric Vehicle Adoption in the Delaware DPL Teritory, prepared by Gabel Associates,

Inc., any discovery and filings related thereto, and any Commission Orders or ruling

thereon, form no basis, whether express or implied, for the resolution of this proceeding,

this Settlement, and any determination by this Commission or Hearing Examiner approving

this Settlement.

7. A working group will be established consisting of representatives fi'om

Delmarva, Staff, and DPA (the "Working Group"), with representatives of other state

agencies such as De!DOT and DNREC participating where appropriate. This Working

Group will meet quarterly to evaluate PfV issues, market conditions, and new offerings

going forward. Delmarva will provide the Working Group with usage data resulting from

the initiatives described in Paragraphs 3 and 4 above. The scope of data to be provided

and the frequency with which Delmarva will provide such data will be determined by

Delmarva, Staff, and DPA through the Working Group process.
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B. Miscellaneous Provisions

8. This Settlement shall be subject to the approval of the Commission. The

provisions of this Settlement are not severable. The Settling Parties will work

expeditiously and in good faith to achieve Commission approval, pursuant to 26 Del. C. S

512. In the event this Settlement isnot approved in its entirety by the Commission, then

this Settlement shall be deemed an offer of compromise pursuant to Unifonn Rule of

Evidence 408 and no Settling Party's approval of or adoption of this Settlement shall

prohibit or prejudice such Settling Party from taking any position before the Hearing

Examiner and/or the Commission concerning the pending Docket. The Settling Parties

further agree that this Settlement is expressly conditioned upon Commission approval of

this Settlement without the need for a fully litigated evidentiary hearing and that only if

this Settlement is rejected will a fully litigated evidentiary hearing on the merits be

subsequently held.

9. This Settlement is the product of extensive negotiations and reflects a

mutual balancing of various issues and positions. This Settlement represents acompromise

for the purposes of settlement and shall not be regarded as a precedent with respect to cost

recovery or any other principle in any future case. No Settling Party necessarily agrees or

disagrees with the treatment of any particular item, any procedure followed, or the

resolution of any particular issue in agreeing to this Settlement, other than as specified

herein.

10, To the extent opinions or views were expressed or issues were raised atany

point in these proceedings, whether as part of a document filed or otherwise, that are not

specifically addressed in this Settlement, no findings, recommendations, or positions with
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respect to such opinions, views, or issues should be implied or infened.

1 1. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, intending to bind themselves and their successors and

assigns, the undersigned Settling Parties have caused this Settlement to be signed by their

duly-authorized representatives.

Date: tiz,,tlr

A,l,r, \il*
ffidvocate

Date: 1/ //1

Datc: 4d,
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EXHIBIT "2"

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVTCE COMMISSTON

OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF

DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPAI{Y FOR

APPROVAL OF A PROGRAM FOR PLUG IN
VEH]CIJE CHARGING
(Filed October 19, 20L7)

PSC DOCKET NO . 1,7 -1094

AI{D NOW, this xx day of 20L9;

ORDER NO. 9357

!{HEREAS, the Delaware Public Service Commission (the "Commission")

has considered the Findings and Recommendations of the Hearing Examiner,

dated April 11, 201-9 which is attached hereto as "Attachment A", issued

in the above captioned Docket, whj-ch was submitLed after a duly-noticed

public evidentiary hearing; and

WHEREAS, Delmarva Power & Light Company ("Delmarva Power")

Application was filed on october !9, 20L7 and the Amended Application

was filed on February 9, 2QL8; and

WHEREAS, Lhe Commission Staff ("SLaff"), t.he Division of the Public

Advocate ("DPA"), the Delaware Department of Natural Resources and

Environmental Control ("DNREC"), the Sierra Club, and the Caesar Rodney

Inst.it.ute (collective1y, "Lhe parties" ) participated in or intervened in

the proceedings; and

WHEREAS, an evidenLiary hearing was held on February 28, 201-9 and

live t.estimony has presented by Delmarva Power t,he DPA and Staff ; and



PSC Docket No. L7-l-094. Order No. 935'7, continued

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED BY THE AFFIRMATIVE

VOTE OF NOT FEWER THAI{ THREE COMMISSIONERS:

1-. That the Commission hereby adopts the April 15, 2019 Findings

and Recommendat.ions of the Hearing Examiner, attached heret.o as

"Attachment A". We also adopt and approve the parLies' Settfement

Agreement atLached hereto as "Attachment *8" and find that it is in the

public interest according to 26 De7. C, 5512 (c) .

2. The Commission establishes a Regulatory Asset regarding

Delmarva Power's PIug in Vehicle Charging Program and the costs described

in Paragraphs L through 4 of the Settlement Agreement.

3. The Regulatory Asset shall be recorded as of t.he date of this

Order. However, as described in Paragraph 5 of t.he SetLlement Agreement,

in the Company's next eLectric base rate case, Lhe Regulat.oryAsset shall

be subject to challenge by any ot.her party. The parLies are permitted to

conLest Lhe reasonableness and the amount of the Regulatory Asset.

4. The Commission also approves the parties' agreement as to the

return the Company may earn on the amount of the Regulatory Asset and

any recovery, as described in Paragraph 5 of t.he Settlement Agreement.

5. That this Docket shall be closed.

6. That Lhe Commission reserves t,he jurisdiction and Lhe

aut.horit.y to enLer such further Orders as may be deemed necessary or

proper.



PSC Docket No. L7-1094. Order No. 9357, cont,inued.

BY ORDER OF THE COMM]SSION:

Chairman

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

ATTEST:

Secretary


